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Abstract
Due to conflicts in different parts of the world or the prospect of a better life, there are
tremendous numbers of immigrants around the world. This study investigates the effect of
language learning by immigrants on the level of boundary ambiguity they experience as a result
of being separated from extended family. Through the lens of acculturation theory (Schumann,
1976), the study examines if learning a new language helps the immigrant to function within
the culture of the host country. In addition, the study relies on the Contextual Model of Family
Stress to ascertain if individual, family, or community resources help an immigrant tolerate
boundary ambiguity (Boss, Bryant, & Mancini, 2017). Two research questions have driven the
study: 1) How does learning English impact levels of boundary ambiguity among Iraqi and
Syrian immigrants residing in the United States? 2) How does gender, age, nationality, number
of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters
learning English affect levels of boundary ambiguity? The study finds that levels English
proficiency, nationality, and number of family members who also immigrate significantly
impact the level of boundary ambiguity immigrants experience.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Overview
This study investigates levels of boundary ambiguity, which is defined as uncertainty
regarding who is in and who is out of the family system. Furthermore, boundary ambiguity
emerges when there is incongruence between physical and psychological presence in the family
(Boss, 2002). Iraqi and Syrian immigrants in the United States experience boundary ambiguity in
relation to family members who did not immigrate. Specifically, the study hypothesizes that
English proficiency—aided by acculturation—impacts levels of boundary ambiguity in Iraqi and
Syrian immigrants who initially experienced ambiguous loss due to separation from their
extended family members who did not immigrate. While immersing in the culture and values of
the new country, these immigrants may experience boundary ambiguity due to uncertainties
regarding family bonds with members who did not immigrate. Other uncertainties surround the
immigrant’s connections to the culture, lifestyle, and values of the family members who did not
immigrate. However, this study proposes that as immigrants’ proficiency in English allows them
to acculturate, the stress of boundary ambiguity is alleviated.
Statement of the Problem
Boundary ambiguity is a condition that occurs when the family does not know who is in
and who is out of the system (Boss & Greenberg, 1984, p. 535). Introduced by Boss and
Greenberg (1984), boundary ambiguity emerged from Boss’s studies throughout the 1970s and
1980s on ambiguous loss, of which there are two types: a physically absent and psychologically
present family member or a physically present and psychologically absent family member. If the
levels of either type are high, family dysfunction occurs, possibly resulting in boundary
ambiguity (Boss, 2002, p. 98.) Examples of physical absence and psychological presence include
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families of missing children, soldiers missing in action, loved ones separated due to immigration,
kidnapped individuals, political hostages, missing people whose bodies have not been recovered,
persons in military deployment, and divorced individuals. Examples of physical presence and
psychological absence include families of patients with Alzheimer’s, people undergoing
dementia, second-generation immigrants, individuals with addictions (e.g., to drugs or
gambling), and loved ones suffering from brain injury. As a result of either type of ambiguous
loss, an individual family member or the family as a whole may experience varying degrees of
dysfunction, or boundary ambiguity (Boss, 2002; Boss, Bryant, & Mancini, 2017).
Boundary ambiguity is characterized by a situation of incongruence between physical and
psychological presence in the family (Boss, 2002, p. 95). The ambiguity may occur when facts
regarding the loss of a family member are unclear. However, it can also occur when facts
regarding a loss are clear, but the family or an individual in the family refuses to accept it or
avoids the facts (Boss et al., 2017, p. 93). When boundary ambiguity occurs, the family system
may be blocked and held in limbo regarding familial roles, rules, rituals, and responsibilities
(Boss et al., 2017, p. 95.)
As is the case with the participants of this study, ambiguous loss may also occur when a
person or a family immigrates due to war or other hardships. Consequently, they are
indeterminately separated from family members who did not immigrate, and familial roles
become unclear, often leading to boundary ambiguity within the system. Furthermore, boundary
ambiguity may be amplified because immigrants are accustomed to closely knit family structure
and have often been forcibly separated from their extended families.
Purpose
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The purpose of the study is to examine if there is correlation between the learning of a
new language and its proficiency by Iraqi and Syrians immigrants who arrived in the United
States with basic English skills and resided in the United States no fewer than three years and
no more than seven years. Further, this study examines how immigrants’ bonds with extended
family who did not immigrate are affected by stressors as seen in the Contextual Model of
Family Stress (CMFS) and the outcome of boundary ambiguity in response to stressors (Boss et
al., 2017). The study also examines the impact of other factors, such as an immigrant’s gender,
age, nationality, number of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United
States, and semesters learning English, on the level of boundary ambiguity. In addition, the
study considers the role of acculturation in English proficiency and how acculturation impacts
an immigrant’s bonds to extended family and the manner by which they value the culture of
their origin country (Schumann, 1986).
Research Questions or Hypotheses
By considering the effect of language learning on Iraqi and Syrian immigrants’ levels of
boundary ambiguity and focusing on the acculturation model to investigate if increased
language learning leads to decreased levels of boundary ambiguity, the study hypothesizes that
a high level of proficiency in English leads to lowered levels of boundary ambiguity. The study
also hypothesizes that specific variables—namely, gender, age, nationality, number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English—affect levels of boundary ambiguity.
Significance of the Study
The findings of this study are significant due to the many immigrants residing in the
United States. Because the study examines the effects of language learning on immigrants’
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levels of boundary ambiguity, it may provide insight for use in psychological therapy.
Additionally, findings of the study show that immigrants who are proficient in English gain
agency as they immerse in the American culture. As they learn English and experience
acculturation, their levels of boundary ambiguity decrease, enhancing their abilities to
assimilate in their new culture.
Conceptual Framework
The level of boundary ambiguity in immigrants is considered the dependent variable in
the study. The study integrates theory regarding boundary ambiguity, CMFS, and the
acculturation model. CMFS shows the circular motion of family stress based on stress factors,
such as an event or situation, resources, perceptions, and the degree of stress (Boss et al., 2017).
In relation to this study, ambiguous loss is the stress factor, resulting in boundary ambiguity.
Families’ contexts determine the degree to which a stressor is threatening family wellbeing.
Context includes external and internal factors. Externally, applicable factors are those that are
beyond a family’s immediate control, such as culture, history, economic development, and
heredity. These factors contribute to perceptions of and reaction to a stressor. Moreover, the
external factors are embedded within the family’s environment. For example, a family cannot
control global politics or catastrophes caused by nature or war, which is the case of participants
of this study. Internal factors are within dimensions the family can control. They may be
structural, including familial roles regarding who is in and who is out of the family structure.
Internal factors include familial boundaries, membership, and role assignments. Other
dimensions are psychological, such as how a family perceives an event, and philosophical, such
as which values and beliefs a family holds.
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Furthermore, while an immigrant may be experiencing unclear boundaries concerning
family connections, or who is in and who is out of the family, this immigrant may be
simultaneously immersing in the culture and language of the new country, as seen in the
acculturation model, or the process of an immigrant acquiring a second language through such
immersion. Understanding the context of immigrants’ family stressors, their responses to these
stressors, their levels of boundary ambiguity, and the degree to which they acculturate as they
learn the target language may show decreased levels of boundary ambiguity.
Summary of Methodology
During the study, the level of boundary ambiguity has been investigated as the
dependent variable from the participants’ responses to a scale based on six boundary ambiguity
scales developed by Boss, Greenberg, and Pearce-McCall (1990). This study’s scale focuses on
the person who immigrates either as an individual or with other family members, measuring
bonds with the extended family who did not immigrate and the level of ambiguity surrounding
the roles of family members, whether in the origin country or the host country. The scale also
focuses on the extent an immigrant tends to desire the culture of the origin country or the new
country. If the latter is the case, an immigrant’s responses to the scale are consistent with
Schumann’s (1978) acculturation model: “If the 2LL [second language learning] group
assimilates then it gives up its own lifestyle and values and adopts those of the target language”
(p. 30). For this study, acculturation in the culture of the United States has encouraged Iraqi and
Syrian immigrants to adopt the target language of English.
Furthermore, as an independent variable, English proficiency has been assessed for each
participant using the Michigan English Placement Test (EPT) and the Cambridge face2face
Oral Placement Test (OPT). For the purposes of this study, proficiency refers to one’s
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competence using the language (Roberts & Kreuz, 2015, p. 40). The Michigan EPT measures
test takers’ levels in listening, grammar, vocabulary, and reading. As another variable, the
Cambridge face2face OPT measures test takers’ levels of competency in speaking English.
Because most participants in the study have or were (at the time of the study) attending a local
community college, they had previously taken the Michigan EPT upon enrollment. Being
familiar with the testing process of the Michigan EPT allows participants to focus their
attention on its content. Moreover, since speaking is an initial step for anyone learning a new
language and it is crucial for functioning and communicating with surrounding people, the
study tests participants’ levels of speaking separately from their levels of listening, grammar,
vocabulary, and reading. Testing levels of speaking is supported by Robert and Kreuz (2015),
who noted that as children learn to speak before learning to read, immigrants often want to
learn their target language in like manner (p. 33). Finally, the study excludes writing skills from
the testing processes because one of its criteria is that participants should have entered the
United States with basic English skills.
The study also evaluates biographic variables, including gender, age, nationality,
number of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and
semesters learning English. Gender is studied to examine whether males and females differ in
their language proficiency and levels of boundary ambiguity. Age (participants are 18 or older)
is studied because of time spent developing family connections. For instance, if an individual
immigrates at age 13 or 14, the immigrant may not have the same bonds with extended family
members who do not immigrate in comparison to an individual who immigrate at age 35 or
older. Age is also a factor because young people usually acquire a new language and culture
faster than older people (Liebkind,1996; Wang, 1999). While participants are Iraqi or Syrian
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and speak a common language, Arabic, a minority of participants speak Kurdish as a second
language. Number of family members who also immigrated is another variable because an
individual who immigrates with a large number of family members may have more support,
including ongoing connection to their original culture, than an individual who immigrates alone
or with fewer family members. As a result, the immigrant who has family support in the new
country connects more quickly and deeply to the culture of that country. In addition, years
residing in the United States is examined to determine if a difference in the number of years
affects the level of boundary ambiguity or language proficiency. Finally, semesters learning
English is considered to see if learning to speak English primarily outside of the classroom
impacts immigrants differently than supplementing language learning outside of the classroom
with learning grammar, reading proficiency, and vocabulary, among other skills, inside it. With
these different variables, participants have been chosen depending on certain criteria, including
that their age should have been 18 or older, and the time window for residing in the United
States could not have been fewer than three years and no more than seven years. In addition,
they should have arrived in the country with basic English so the study could examine how
language learning is affected while immigrants are also starting to experience acculturation and
boundary ambiguity. Learning the language in earnest typically starts after immigrants spend
two to three years of getting their documents and discovering more about the country and its
system. In parallel with this learning process, boundary ambiguity starts after they have been in
a cycle of ambiguous loss. Finally, participants of this study are exclusively from Iraq and
Syria.
With boundary ambiguity as the dependent variable and the Michigan EPT, the
Cambridge face2face OPT, gender, age, nationality, number of family members who also
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immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning English as independent
variables, the study uses the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to examine if
there is a significant correlation between boundary ambiguity and English proficiency.
Additionally, multiple regression is used to analyze the combined and individual impacts of the
independent variables on boundary ambiguity.
Assumptions
Several assumptions have been made regarding this study. For example, the researcher
is an immigrant from the same region as the participants of the study and shares their culture
and language. Due to experiencing similar stress and challenges as most participants, the
researcher has close and deep connections to the participants’ perspectives. However, relying
on quantitative analysis has maintained objectivity in the study. A second assumption is the
honesty of participants’ responses to the scale measuring boundary ambiguity as the dependent
variable of the study. Among the participants are two sets of married couples as well as two
sisters. In each pair, levels of boundary ambiguity are similar although participants responded
to the scale separately. The criteria of participants as appropriate for the design of the study is
another assumption. These criteria are proper for the study’s methodology. In addition, the
sample population of participants is assumed to represent the overall immigrant population
focused on in the study because the participants are as racially, religiously, and nationally
diverse as that larger demographic. A final assumption is that the scale developed for this study
asks appropriate questions to elicit relative responses. Because the scale is based on other
boundary ambiguity scales successfully used in prior studies, its questions have been
interpreted clearly by participants to reveal their experiences with boundary ambiguity.
Limitations
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The main limitation in the study is the number of participants. Due to small
communities of Iraqis and Syrians within the approximate area of the study, there are
currently not high numbers of possible participants. Since the study is based on a
quantitative methodology, more participants would have statistically decreased the
potential for error. Additionally, during the study, COVID-19 caused a shutdown of the
surrounding area, so the study is limited by the closing of testing centers. Another
limitation is the tracking method for semesters spent learning English in the classroom
since the time is tracked for classes at the community-college level only and does not
take into account how earlier English skills were acquired. For example, younger
participants who engaged in English learning for consecutive years in high school in the
United States received more formal classroom instruction than older participants who
learned some English in less formal settings, such as in tutoring situations in local
libraries.
Key Terms
To avoid misunderstanding of key terms or interpreting them interchangeably,
they should be defined specifically within the context of this study. Additionally, since
some key terms are defined differently depending on their use or theoretical context,
defining them in relation to this study is essential.
Ambiguous Loss
When a loved one is missing either physically or psychologically, the family
may experience an unclear loss. It results from various situations in which the family
does not know if a loved one is dead or alive, absent, coming back, or present but vastly
and perhaps permanently changed. In other words, this condition occurs within a family
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when one of its members is either physically absent and psychologically present or
physically present and psychologically absent (Boss, 1999, 2004, 2006). Examples of
physical ambiguous loss include a solider missing in action and immigrants missing
loved ones who did not immigrate. Examples of psychological ambiguous loss include
families struggling with a loved one who has dementia or Alzheimer’s.
Boundary Ambiguity
This condition occurs when the family does not know who is in and who is out
of the system (Boss & Greenberg, 1984). Immigrants experience boundary ambiguity as
a type of family stress due to their separation from family members who did not
immigrate. Boundary ambiguity in this study is measured with a scale endorsed by
Pauline Boss and adapted from six different scales that she and other researchers created
to measure boundary ambiguity in families with wives of husbands missing-in-action,
widows, parents of adolescents leaving home, children of divorced parents, and
divorced adults.
Immigrant
An immigrant is defined in this study as a person who voluntarily moves, often
with family members, across an international border or to a state away from his or her
habitual residence (United Nations, 1998). Such a person could be categorized as
moving gradually, after coordinating with some sources, such as relatives, friends, or
sponsors, regarding arrival in a host country.
Refugee
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A refugee is defined in this study as a person who must leave his or her country
compulsorily due to aggression within it or occupation of it by external forces (as cited
in Shacknove, 1985). A refugee’s exodus can be sudden and chaotic (Bernard, 1976).
Acculturation
Acculturation is the process of an immigrant acquiring a second language
through cultural immersion (Schumaan, 1978). According to this model, the learner of
the target language will acquire that language to the degree the learner acculturates. This
study is not intended to measure the level of acculturation in participants. However,
depending on the level of language proficiency of each participant, the study could
recognize to which extent or level each one has acculturated.
Contextual Model of Family Stress (CMFS)
This model shows the circular motion of family stress based on stress factors,
such as an event or situation, resources, perceptions, and the degree of stress (Boss et
al., 2017). In relation to this study, ambiguous loss is the stress factor, resulting in
boundary ambiguity.
Language Proficiency
When a learner is competent in using a new language, he or she achieves language
proficiency (Roberts & Kreuz, 2015). It is a measurement of performance in speaking, listening
comprehension, grammar, vocabulary, and reading comprehension. Proficiency for participants
is considered to be limited. The Cambridge face2face OPT is used in the study to measure their
ability in speaking, which is a casual variable according to the acculturation model (Schumann,
1978, 1986). The Michigan EPT is also used in the study to measure other skills, including
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listening, grammar, vocabulary, and reading. Through these two tests, the level of each
participant’s language proficiency is measured.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Throughout its history, many waves of immigrants have moved to the United States for
different reasons, including those that are economic, religious, and political (Al Wekhian, 2016;
Dow, 2011; Kivisto & Faist, 2010; Shacknove, 1985). For political reasons, Iraqi and Syrian
immigrants have moved to the United States since the 1990s, continuing to do so because of
ongoing wars and political instability and insecurity in these two countries for decades
(Cordesman, 2019). After 1990, Iraqi immigrants moved to the country in different waves
(1990s, 2008). The first wave occurred when Iraqi Kurdish arrived to the United States as
refugees when Saddam Hussein attacked and destroyed their villages in the north of Iraq as part
of the genocidal Anfal campaign against the Kurds (Sawyer, 2017). The second wave occurred
after the war in Iraq, beginning in 2003 and offered to Iraqis who supported the American
government during this time. When the army withdrew in 2008, these Iraqis were given Special
Immigrant Visas (SIV) (Bruno, 2016). Since 2013, Syrian refugees moved to the United States
until Syrians and some other Muslim immigrants were banned from entering the country in
2017 (Gowayed, 2020). As is true for other immigrants, these two groups went through
different difficulties, such as finding jobs, learning language, and psychological stress,
including ambiguous loss and its outcome, boundary ambiguity. This psychological stress may
stem from the war and violence in their home countries, as discussed by Boss (1999, p. 7).
Moreover, these immigrants experienced separation from their families either by moving to the
United States directly, which is the case for most Iraqis, or going to a temporary location
outside of their home country and then relocating to the United States, which has been more
common among Syrian immigrants.
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Within these movements of immigrants, usually the first generation will experience
many psychological conditions, such as depression, isolation, anxiety, homesickness,
loneliness, grief, nostalgia, humiliation, inferiority, post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD),
culture shock, and ambiguous loss (Boss, 1999; Dow, 2011; Keyes & Kane, 2004). Boss
originally coined ambiguous loss when researching psychological conditions in relation to her
family’s history. Specifically, her parents were separated from extended family in Switzerland
in the early 1900s (Boss, 1999). She initially studied ambiguous loss in 1970, identifying
“psychological father absence in intact families” (Boss et al., 2017). Later, she conducted
research on boundary ambiguity as a result of ambiguous loss and the stress that happens to
families due to not knowing who is in or who is out of the family because of the physical
absence of soldiers missing in action (Boss, 1975b, 1983, 1999, 2004). Individual immigrants
and families that immigrate experience both ambiguous loss and boundary ambiguity, resulting
from psychological suffering after leaving their home countries and during the resettling
process. Within the framework of the Contextual Model of Family Stress (CMFS), ambiguous
loss is the stressor or event causing stress, and boundary ambiguity is how the individual or
family perceives the stressor or event. Overcoming boundary ambiguity clarifies the roles of
family members (Boss, 2002; Boss et al., 2017).
Ambiguous Loss
Ambiguous loss refers to losing a loved one who is either physically absent but
psychologically present or psychologically absent but physically present (Boss, 1999; Boss,
2006). The first type of ambiguous loss may occur when a family member is deployed to a war
zone and/or is reported missing in action (Boss, 1999). As is the case with the participants of
this study, ambiguous loss may also occur when family members flee from their country due to
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war, and they are unable to communicate with relatives who are left behind. Consequently, they
are tremendously concerned over whether they will be reunited with those family members or
ever return to their home countries. Additional instances of this type of ambiguous loss occur
when family members are lost due to catastrophic events, murder, abduction, and even
adoption. The second type of ambiguous loss may occur if a loved one is physically present but
psychologically absent, such as when the loved one suffers from Alzheimer’s disease,
dementia, or profound disabilities (Boss, 2011; Boss, 1999). As research has continued,
scholars have found other cases also considered to be ambiguous loss. For example,
psychological loss may happen when family members are absent through changes in marriage,
incarceration, or sexual orientation (Afifi & Keith, 2004; Dallaire, 2007; Hernandez & Wilson,
2007). Because the two types of ambiguous loss arise from a variety of circumstances and
events, proper inquiry and method to measure levels of ambiguous loss for each type are
needed. These levels are associated with the magnitude of pain experienced by immigrants
suffering from ambiguous loss due to separation from family and overlapping with the impact
of other life cycle transitions at any point in the life of each immigrant (Falicov, 2002). Because
of the pain immigrants experience and these varying transitions, Boss (2007) noted that
“ambiguous loss lends itself to qualitative assessment” (p. 108). Boss (2007) further discussed
that the value and depth of ambiguous loss theory could be compromised by measuring it only
quantitatively. However, Blieszner, Roberto, Wilcox, Barham, and Winston (2007)
recommended and used a multi-method study to measure ambiguous loss of 67 or older,
married couples with mild cognitive impairment. Additionally, limiting studies to qualitative
measurement could generalize understandings of the impact of ambiguous loss. In contrast,
research with mixed methods corresponds more closely to clinical practice and assessment.
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After researching families of pilots who had been declared missing in action
during the Vietnam War, Boss (1977, 1980) continued her research with a second
inquiry in the 1980s with families of veterans diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease
(Boss, Caron, & Horbal, 1988; Boss, Caron, Horbal, & Mortimer, 1990). The effects of
ambiguous loss on people suffering from it are “confusion and distress,” resulting in
ongoing grief and unattainable closure (Boss, 1999, p. 5). Being unable to attain closure
affects families of immigrants and refugees who flee from their countries due to war
because they are concerned over whether they will be reunited with family members
who do not immigrate. As a result of suffering from ambiguous loss, immigrants and
refugees are unsure who is in or who is out of the family system, causing them to
experience boundary ambiguity.
Boundary Ambiguity
Whether as an individual or in a nuclear family, immigrants who are separated from
extended family go through two phases. Initially, immigrants experience ambiguous loss
accompanied by frozen grief, which Boss (1999) explained as grief that does not run a normal
course when a family loses a loved one either physically or psychologically. These family
losses and ensuing grief remain unresolved so that any family members living with the
immigrants also experience “the ambiguity of absence and presence” (Boss, 1999, p. 2). As a
result of the unresolved grief, immigrants encounter the second phase, boundary ambiguity, or
the outcome of ambiguous loss. Boss et al. (2017) specified that ambiguous loss and boundary
ambiguity are not interchangeable terms, and while the former is a “situational stressor . . .
boundary ambiguity is the perceptual manifestation of that stressor” (p. 86). When it manifests,
boundary ambiguity occurs because of “the family not knowing who is in and who is out of the
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system” (Boss et al., 1990). Additionally, Boss et al. (2017) noted that boundary ambiguity is a
continuous variable predicting family conflict and, for the purposes of this study, the individual
immigrant’s symptoms of depression and anxiety.
Indeed, immigrants who are separated from their extended families are at an
increased risk for psychological distress, including boundary ambiguity, depression,
anxiety, and isolation. These conditions might affect their functionality in their new
community or society. In family research, Boss and Greenberg (1984) considered
boundary ambiguity as a variable that predicts the effects of family membership loss
and change over time. In the current study, the separation of immigrant participants
from their extended families has led to loss characterized by physical absence of family
members with their concurrent psychological presence. As a result, the role of those
family members who did not immigrate affects participants’ daily lives. Boss and
Greenberg (1984) revealed in a correlational analysis that there is significant negative
relationship between family functioning and psychological father presence. The current
study also includes a correlational analysis relationship to examine if the psychological
presence of family members who did not immigrate impacts an immigrant’s
functionality in the process of language learning.
Contextual Model of Family Stress
Influenced by the ABC-X Model constructed by Hill (1958) from his research
on family stress, Boss (2002) developed a model showing how ambiguous loss and
boundary ambiguity apply to family stress management (Boss, 2002, p. 96). Boss’s
model was less linear and more contextual than the ABC-X Model, which focused on
meaning and perceptions and fit within CMFS (Boss et al., 2017, p. 72). The
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foundations of CMFS were built from many independent or intervening variables, or as
Boss called them, factors: the event or situation (A), the resources (B), the perceptions
(C), and the degree of stress (X). Furthermore, CMFS identified perceptions as
boundary ambiguity, which is the dependent variable and central focus of this study.
Figure 1
Contextual Model of Family Stress

Note. The CMFS Model shows the circular motion of family stress. Boss, P., Bryant, C. M., &
Mancini, J. A. (2017). Family stress management (3rd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Sage. Copyright
2017.
According to Boss (2002), ambiguous loss is the stressor or A factor of CMFS. For
example, immigrants separated from their families due to war suffer from uncertainty and lack
of clarity regarding the future, which leads them to experience the stressor of ambiguous loss.
Of the two types of ambiguous loss Boss et al. (2017) described, physical absence but
psychological presence and physical presence but psychological absence, such immigrants
experience the first type as they leave “family behind after immigration” (p. 73). Furthermore,
as the B factor of CMFS, resources are the strengths and assets an individual immigrant or
immigrant families have during the time of the stress. CMFS also includes the C factor,
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perceptions. For immigrants experiencing boundary ambiguity, the C factor manifests in family
members’ unclear perceptions because they do not know who is in or out of the family system
(Boss, 2002, p. 99). Some immigrants and refugees may experience ambiguous loss after being
separated from their extended families when forced to flee their home countries (Boss, 1999).
As a result, they may lack clarity regarding family relationships among their family members
who immigrated with them and family members who did not immigrate with them. Finally, the
X factor, or the degree of stress, is evidenced in the level of boundary ambiguity an individual
immigrant experiences (Boss et al., 2017).
Within CMFS, boundary ambiguity is a continuous variable, and the degree of boundary
ambiguity arises from external and internal sources of ambiguity (Boss et al., 2017; Boss et al.,
1990; Boss & Greenberg, 1984). In the current study, the external source of ambiguity for
immigrants is the uncontrollable separation from family; however, there are multiple internal
sources, including the psychological uncertainty concerning how relationships to family
members who did not immigrate are changing as well as the uncertainties associated with living
in a different culture, starting a new life, and learning a new language.
Boundary Ambiguity Scales
To measure levels of boundary ambiguity in individuals experiencing loss, Boss
developed the Psychological Presence Scale (Boss, 1975 a, b). It was initially used for families
with missing-in-action persons and then was further developed for civilians facing loss, namely,
for parents of adolescents leaving home (Boss, Pearce-McCall, & Greenberg, 1987). Boss et al.
(2017) asserted that boundary ambiguity is typically assessed quantitatively because its markers
of roles, tasks, and family membership are not complicated to quantify. In particular, Boss et al.
(1990) noted that the construct of the scales “is based on the verification of a positive
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relationship between degree of boundary ambiguity and level of individual and family
dysfunction across many different samples” (p. 7). Working with various researchers, Boss has
developed, in total, six scales (Boss, 1990). The remaining five scales assess levels of boundary
ambiguity experienced by widows, adolescent and adult children of divorce, divorced adults,
and caregivers of patients with dementia.
Studies of Boundary Ambiguity
Much quantitative research has investigated methods for reducing the levels of
boundary ambiguity and its impact on families. Mu and Chang (2010) found that mothers of
children with epilepsy who participated in an intervention program helped to reduce their
families’ levels of boundary ambiguity. Additionally, Brown and Manning (2009) conducted a
study of cohabiting families and found that boundary ambiguity affects the structure of the
family, especially for adolescents and mothers. Moreover, Stewart (2005) examined boundary
ambiguity in stepfamilies and found that it is higher in stepfamilies than families in an original,
two-parent household. Also, Boss (1980, 1983) and Carroll, Olson, and Buckmiller (2007)
conducted research on divorce, absent fathers, and remarriage and resulting boundary
ambiguity in families, finding significant impacts. Boundary ambiguity has also been
researched by other methods. For example, Berge and Holm (2007) conducted a mixed-method
study to examine boundary ambiguity in families that have children with chronic illnesses.
Also, Jenkins (2013) conducted qualitative research to observe boundary ambiguity
experienced by gay biological fathers and their same-sex partners in relationships with their
stepfamilies, in which there is often a struggle to define family roles. Both studies showed that
the families suffered from boundary ambiguity.
Muslim Immigrants and Refugees
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For participants of this study, the familial structure differs from the structure of a typical
American or Western family. Participants come from Muslim families, and if they had not
immigrated, would likely live with or close to multiple generations of their families, under one
roof and with elderly parents or an older brother responsible for family concerns (Anwar,
1994). This family structure “offers many advantages, including stability, coherence, and
physical and psychological support, particularly in times of need” (Dhami & Sheikh, 2000, p.
352). In addition, children in these immigrant families differ from the youth of the host country.
For instance, while American youth often engage in sexual relations out of wedlock, the same
is strictly not allowed in Muslim families (Dhami & Sheikha, 2000). Furthermore,
consanguineous marriage is culturally preferred among Arab Muslims (Bittles, 2003). Because
of differences between participants and people in the host country in terms of family structure
and family members’ roles and because immigrants are often forcibly separated from their
extended families, the immigrant experience may lead to boundary ambiguity. While research
has been conducted on psychological conditions of immigrants and refugees regarding
depression, anxiety, homesickness, loneliness, grief, PTSD, and ambiguous loss, none has
involved immigrants and refugees in relation to boundary ambiguity due to the disparity of their
family structure in comparison to family structure in the host country as well as immigrants’
reluctance to understanding these challenges. Notably, one of these challenges is language
proficiency, which concurs with the research question of the current study; an immigrant who
achieves language proficiency may experience reduced levels of boundary of ambiguity.
Distinctions Among Immigrants and Refugees
Iraqis and Syrians as Muslim Arab immigrants face unique difficulties in their journeys
of immigrating to the United States. Due to disparities of culture, values, politics, and religion,
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they struggle to feel accepted in their new society (Al Wekhian, 2016). They are also
challenged by family structure and how each individual ties to the nuclear family and extended
family members. This uniqueness exposes them to deep levels of ambiguous loss and its
outcome, boundary ambiguity. Of the nearly 76% of refugees admitted to the United States in
2016, the largest numbers came from Congo, Syria, Burma, Somalia, Iran, Iraq, and
Afghanistan (Igielnik & Krogstad, 2017). According to the United States Census Bureau
(2017), over 232,000 people from Iraq and 104,000 people from Syria resided in the United
States but were not born here. Moreover, according to the American Immigration Council
(2017), approximately 4% of Kentucky residents were immigrants, while nearly 3% were born
in the United States but had at least one parent who was an immigrant (p. 1). This study
narrows these statistics by focusing on immigrants and refugees who have lived in the United
States for three to seven years. These individuals departed from their countries and are now
unsure of their own future and the future of their family member who did not immigrate and are
often struggling with political turmoil, economic instability, and lack of security. Because these
immigrants and refugees are from countries experiencing war and political problems, they
worry and live in ambiguous loss. Without assistance, they may remain in bondage to their loss,
causing them to grieve throughout life, which could, in turn, affect their offspring.
To clarify differences among immigrants and refugees, definitions of each and their
overlapping characteristics merit discussion. An ancient trait of humans is that they often travel
from one place to another for different reasons. At times, they are forced to do so, and at other
times, they desire to do so; these factors are key differences between immigrants and refugees.
According to Bernard (1976), “the former are predominantly voluntary migrants. The latter are
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involuntary ones” (p. 267). Focusing on refugees, in 1951, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) defined a refugee as an individual
who, owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,
nationality, or political opinion, is outside the country of his/her nationality and is
unable or, owing to such fear or for reasons other than personal convenience, is
unwilling to avail himself/herself of the protection of that country. (Article 1).
Particularly applicable to Syrian immigrants, in 1969, the Organization of African Unity (OAU)
defined a refugee as any person “compelled to leave his or her country” as a result of
occupation of that person’s country or internal aggression within it (as cited in Shacknove,
1985, p. 276). Furthermore, Bernard noted (1976) that a refugee’s exodus can be sudden and
chaotic. Many Syrian refugees do not have passports from their home country because they left
suddenly and in chaos, fleeing to the nearest asylum location. Most found initial asylum in one
place and then moved to the United States with a special document provided by International
Organization Migration (IOM) in coordination with United States embassies. In a qualitative
study, Yigit and Tatch (2017) showed that, before moving to the United States, Syrian refugees
generally come from either Jordan or Turkey.
While the terms refugee and immigrant may incorrectly be used interchangeably, there
are recognized definitions for each. Using the term migrant, IOM defined an immigrant “as any
person who is moving or has moved across an international border or within a State away from
his/her habitual place of residence” (United Nations, n.d., para. 4). Given the chaotic phases
Syrian immigrants experience when leaving their country and moving to different locations,
they could be categorized as moving gradually, after coordinating with some sources, such as
relatives, friends, or sponsors, regarding arrival in the host country. A sponsor could be
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governmental, as in the cases of immigrants who moved with an SIV, especially those who
have cooperated with the United States Army in Iraq at any time since 2003. In addition, some
Iraqi immigrants have coordinated with other Iraqis already in the United States, which has not
been the case with many Syrian refugees. In contrast, refugees rarely have time to coordinate
with any sources (Bernard, 1976; Lawlor & Tolley, 2017). Another disparity between refugees
and immigrants is that the former must permanently resettle abroad and usually cannot return to
their homeland (Hein, 1993).
Aside from differences, both refugees and immigrants experience some of the same
psychological conditions, such as depression, anxiety, homesickness, loneliness, grief, PTSD,
ambiguous loss, and boundary ambiguity (Dow, 2011). However, refugees often suffer more
than immigrants from psychological and mental conditions (Dow, 2011; Pernice & Brook,
1994). Because of these disparities, this study purposely focuses on participants from two
different nationalities who arrived in the United States under different circumstances and
environments to see how the journeys and experiences of each group affect language learning
and levels of boundary ambiguity. The differences among both groups and their experiences of
ambiguous loss and, later, boundary ambiguity provide insight for not only anyone who moves
to a new country but also for their children. As refugees and immigrants start new lives and
function in the new country, they begin with language learning, which helps involve them in
the culture and society so they can plan for the future, paving a new road for their children to
avoid the immense hardships they experienced.
Language Learning and Acculturation
In addition to the struggle of family separation and within the midst of boundary
ambiguity, immigrants are also challenged while learning a new language (Cho & Reich, 2008;
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Warriner, 2007). There are many factors that greatly impact learning a new language.
Especially for immigrants, including participants of this study, social and psychological factors
are important in the process of learning English in the United States. Essential to this study,
participants needed to arrive in the United States with basic English skills, allowing for the
examination of the English-learning process and the social and psychological factors
influencing it. This process can be understood through the acculturation model, which was
designed to account for language learning by immigrants (Schumann, 1976, 1986). According
to this model, the learner of the target language will acquire that language to the degree the
learner acculturates. Figure 2 shows that, for instance, if the second-language acquisition (SLA)
is at level 1, acculturation (ACC) is also at level 1, and so on.
Figure 2
Schema of Acculturation Model.

For the purposes of this study, SLA is referred to as the target language (TL). Schumann
(1978) defined acculturation as “the social and psychological integration of the learner with
target language (TL) group” (p. 29). Therefore, the immigrant should be socially and
psychologically stable to acquire the language. The acculturation model is also concerned with
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the social-psychology among the learner and people who natively speak the TL. Schumann
(1978, 1986) noted that better learning will happen if socially, the TL group and the languagelearning group share political, cultural, and economic interests. However, these components are
not identical among many immigrants who move to the United States and its TL group. For
example, many immigrants and refugees have moved from war torn countries and do not have
the same political ideals, cultural values, and/or economic status with people of the TL group
(Enos, Inserra, & Meservey, 2017; Gangamma, 2018). These differences have been considered
a double-edged sword. Some perceive these disparities would enrich the host country culturally,
while others consider these differences as threatening to American values and security (Ha,
2010; Yigit & Tatch, 2017). The former perception could help immigrants master the TL, but
the latter could negatively affect language learning in regard to the psychological factor of
Schumann’s acculturation model.
Schumann (1978, 1986) further noted that both the social and psychological factors are
gathered into a single casual variable in language learning, which is acculturation. Schumann
argued through the casual variable that spoken language can be learned without instruction
because spoken language is not like other subjects, such as history and mathematics, and many
people can be bilingual without studying or going to class. Consequently, this study considers
participants’ ability in speaking English as an independent variable, alongside other variables
regarding English skills, including listening, grammar, vocabulary, and reading. Many
immigrants and refugees learn English through their interactions with native speakers. In
particular, those over 21 who are not placed in schools upon their arrival learn English mainly
from such interactions, while adolescents and children are commonly enrolled from the
beginning in schools with intensive ESL programs, either at some sort of newcomer academy
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or at schools offering ESL classes. Receiving different services from relief agencies and
organizations, participants of this study have engaged in interactions with native speakers who
helped with housing, supplemental nutrition assistance, and document acquisition, including
social security cards, identification cards, and driver’s licenses. However, within two or three
years, many immigrants and refugees communicate in English to some extent, even without
having been in intensive English courses. Since some immigrants and refugees learn English in
this gradual manner, the researcher considers acculturation through the casual variable of
learning English as one of the main independent variables to find its correlation to levels of
boundary ambiguity.
Additional factors exist that affect the language-learning process for immigrant
populations. For example, if immigrants and the TL group desire for the language-learning
group to assimilate, the process of learning the language will be easier for that group. Stark and
Dorn (2013) supported this notion, saying that “assimilation can be approximated by the extent
to which migrants learn, acquire and abide by the culture, norms, and customs of the host
country” (p. 4). Schumann (1978, 1986) discussed that cohesiveness and size of the languagelearning group is another factor that affects the learning process. If the language-learning group
is small, it is likely cohesive and does not find language learning easy. However, if the
language-learning group is large, it usually is not as cohesive and engages in contact with the
TL group.
Social enclosure is also a factor affecting language learning (Schumann, 1978). When
both groups attend the same churches and recreational facilities, they are not socially enclosing
themselves from one another. In a southern midwestern state, for instance, immigrants and
refugees often are not socially enclosed, as many of them are settled with the support of non-
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profit agencies, and this assistance includes shared spaces and activities. In addition, placing
immigrants’ children in school with children from the TL group allows for social interaction
and enhances language learning. Immigrants also receive help when renting houses, obtaining
important documents such as social security cards, acquiring food assistance, and signing up for
health insurance. Members of the TL group also tend to teach immigrants basic English. This
process usually takes months or years. Many immigrants remain in contact with people who
have facilitated this learning beyond that time period. Furthermore, native speakers from
different churches and organizations often visit immigrants to provide services and resources to
them. Through all these activities, factors of the acculturation model manifest in the languagelearning group.
Among Muslim immigrants and refugees, there are more Iraqis than Syrians in the
United States, in part because Iraqis have been immigrating for a longer period of time.
Consequently, they have experienced more contact with the TL group than Syrians. Similar to
cohesiveness, the sense of community among immigrants may negatively affect language
learning and the learner’s ability to acculturate. Research confirmed that a well-developed
sense of community among immigrants has been associated with their health and wellbeing
(Bathum & Baumann, 2007). These immigrants may be less likely to acculturate and learn the
new language since they are secure in their immigrant community. Some immigrants, including
participants of this study, have a well-developed sense of community because of groups they
were in before immigrating. Sunis attend mosques in the United States with other Sunis, for
instance, and immigrants from pre-existing community groups often live in the United States
with and around other immigrants from the same group. Gangamma (2018) reported, for
example, that Iraqi immigrants often fear the ethnic divide they experienced in Iraq, imagining
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the same will occur in the United States. Consequently, they are reluctant to venture out of their
immediate network of family and friends.
Other social factors of the acculturation model are the attitudes between the languagelearning group and the TL group (Schumann, 1978, 1986). If the two groups have a positive
attitude toward one another, the possibility that language is successful among the languagelearning group increases (Schumann, 1975, 1976, 1978, 1986). Attitudes of both the languagelearning group and the TL group may also be impacted by stereotypes. As Kassin, Fein, and
Markus (2008) explained, stereotypes are beliefs about others based on their group membership
or social category, and people have a shared tendency to identify individuals with respect to
these expected groups and categories. For example, Yigit and Tatch (2017) found that
Americans hold “contrasting compassion and fear of Syrian refugees,” which could negatively
affect the learning-learning process (p. 20). Reyna (2000) described the impact of negative
stereotypes, claiming they can foster negative outcomes. For instance, the education of
immigrant groups could be negatively affected due to low ability or low effort. However,
Schumann (1975) noted that if both groups hold positive stereotypes about each other, the
language-learning group sees the need for and has a desire to learn the language. From a
broader perspective, Timberlake and Williams (2012) found that public stereotypes of
immigrants depend on both the category of the stereotype and the origin of the immigrants in
question. Immigrants were evaluated based on varying criteria: intelligent versus unintelligent,
nonviolent versus violent, self-supporting versus on government assistance, and attempting to
fit in with Americans versus staying separate from Americans. Middle Eastern immigrants, one
of four groups evaluated, tended to be negatively stereotyped on one trait—the tendency to
attempt to fit in with Americans versus staying separate—and were viewed neutrally or
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positively on the other four (Timberlake and Williams, 2012). Since the attack on the United
States on September 11, 2001 and due to the unresolved war in Iraq, negative attitudes have
existed between Middle Eastern immigrants and people in the TL group (Lyons, Kenworthy, &
Popan, 2010). Donald Trump’s rhetoric while a presidential candidate and, later, as president
included labeling illegal immigrants, which led American people to adopt a negative
impression of some immigrants who were vetted before moving to the United States. (Ogan,
Pennington, & Venger, 2018). More specifically, Gowayed (2020) pointed out that Trump’s
rationale was that Syrian refugees, as Muslims, were threats and could “be hiding terrorists in
their midst” (p. 289). Syrian participants in this study admit they were happy when they
reached the United States, but after the presidential election in 2016, they felt insecure
regarding their legal status as permanent residents. These negative attitudes and stereotypes
have impacted immigrants’ daily activities, including language learning.
Congruence, an additional factor of the acculturation model, refers to the cultural
similarities between groups because the more similar they are the more likely the languagelearning group will acculturate (Schumann, 1975, 1976, 1978, 1986). The immigrants who are
participants of this study come from different cultures, speak different languages, and practice
different religions than the TL group. This incongruence makes the language-learning group
prone to experience one or more challenges, including “assimilation, integration, separation, or
marginalization” (Al Wekhian, 2016, p. 89). Religious differences may contribute to these
challenges for immigrants. The faith of most immigrants from Iraq and Syria is Islam, which is
the case for all participants in this study. Some verses in the Qur’an encourage Muslims to
acquaint with people of other faiths. For example, Qur’an 49:13 says, “mankind! we created
you from a single (pair) of a male and a female, and made you into nations and tribes, that ye
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may know each other (not that ye may despise each other).” However, there are some
regulations in Islam about acquainting with people of other faiths. Muslim women should not
marry men from any other religion unless the man converts to Islam, but Muslim men are
allowed to marry women from Ibrahimic religions, such as Judaism and Christianity (Ali,
2010). This regulation gives men a greater role in family culture. For instance, if a Muslim man
marries a Jewish woman and they have children, because Islam ascribes children to the father,
the children of this couple must follow Islam. This practice is incongruent to the culture of the
American family because Americans have freedom of religion, choosing their own faiths.
Whether due to marital conventions or religious differences, if the TL group and languagelearning group remain culturally incongruent, the latter will not effectively assimilate, and
separation will remain a challenge. This lack of social contact among the groups will, in turn,
negatively impact language learning.
The final social factor in the acculturation model that Schumann (1976, 1978, 1986)
applied to the language-learning group is the intended length of residence in the new country. If
a language learner plans to remain in the TL area permanently or for an extended amount of
time, the likelihood for social interaction with the TL group increases, thereby positively
impacting language learning (Schumann, 1978, 1986). However, if the language learner expects
to remain in the area only a short time, the learner may choose to be socially distant from the
TL group and will have fewer opportunities to practice language learning (Schumann, 1976).
An immigrant’s desire to learn the TL may also be impacted by ambiguity in relation to
returning to the home country and reuniting with family members. Many immigrants
experience ambiguous loss due to family separation, so the concern regarding whether they will
reunite with family members who did not immigrate becomes a salient emotional symptom of
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their loss (Boss, 1999). In addition, many of them are unsure if reunion will occur because they
do not know how long they will remain in the area of TL, often unable to return to their home
countries due to unrest and instability (Ostrand, 2015). In the state of this ambiguity, they do
not have the desire to learn the TL because they ultimately hope to return home and be reunited
with family there.
While many social factors such as congruence, attitude, and length of residence affect
language learning among groups, psychological factors are more commonly related to the
individual language learner. Schumann (1978, 1986) discussed psychological factors, including
language shock, cultural shock, motivation, and ego permeability, as impacting acculturation
and, therefore, language acquisition. Originally defined by Stengal in 1939, language shock
refers to the extent of how much the language learner fears that their speaking will sound comic
(as cited in Schumann, 1978, 1986). Stengal further explained that this feeling has a negative
effect on the language-learning process for adults especially. By contrast, children are not
scared if they speak words incorrectly nor are they concerned when they attempt to produce
their own words. The potential for the learner to experience language shock when learning
English may not be as likely as it would be if learning another language because English is a
universal language and is taught almost everywhere around the world. However, language
learning was likely different for immigrants when they were back home and taking English
classes focused on basic concepts like vocabulary (Bajaj & Bartlett, 2017). After immigrating,
language learners in the United States encounter English daily and must use it because it is the
only language required to communicate with native speakers and complete many public
activities.
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Building from language shock, Schumann (1975, 1978, 1986) explained cultural shock
as anxiety resulting from the disorientation encountered upon entering a new culture.
Furthermore, Winkelman (1994) referred to cultural shock as a crisis. Timing of this crisis can
differ from one individual to another. Winkelman explained that for some immigrants, crisis
may emerge as soon as they arrive in the United States, such as when they see the enormity of
JFK airport. Among the participants of this study, timing of cultural shock has differed because
they suffered differently before reaching American soil. For example, Syrians are likely to
experience cultural shock more quickly than Iraqis. Unlike many groups that have resettled in
the United States, Iraqi immigrants did not live in refugee camps prior to arrival. However,
most Syrian immigrants resided in refugee camps before being resettled in the United States,
and the vast difference between a refugee camp and an urban area in the United States may
cause Syrians to experience crisis and cultural shock more than Iraqi immigrants, who mainly
lived in urban areas before resettlement (Gangamma, 2018; Koc & Anderson, 2018). Activities
that were routine due to an immigrant’s culture before moving to the new country often require
a great deal of energy in the new environment (Schumann, 1986). As a result, an immigrant
may feel incapable of managing this great shift, which can cause stress and anxiety associated
with crisis and cultural shock. In the midst of the crisis, an immigrant may reject elements or
practices of the culture in the new country and, consequently, divert concentration away from
second language learning. Therefore, immigrants who have lived in the United States more than
three years are participants in this study because one might assume that they should have
already overcome crisis and cultural shock. If language shock and cultural shock are not
overcome, immigrants are less likely to associate with the TL group, and in turn, the TL
learning process will be more challenging.
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Motivation is another psychological variable in the acculturation model and involves the
learner’s reasons for attempting to acquire the TL (Schumann, 1978, 1986). Gardner and
Lambert (1972) identified two types of motivation: instrumental and integrative. Instrumental
motivation applies to the learner who is not interested in being like speakers of the TL and
desires to learn for practical reasons, while integrative motivation occurs when the learner
wants to learn the TL in order to become like its native speakers (Schumann, 1975, 1978,
1986).
Upon an immigrant’s arrival to the United States, many local organizations work as
surrogate families to help the immigrant become independent, providing basic needs, including
English instruction. The organizations also provide other benefits, and one condition to
continuously receive benefits is to attend English classes. Because immigrants are required to
attend these classes, their motivation is instrumental. Their instrumental motivation is amplified
if they pursue citizenship in the United States. After being in the country for five years, each
immigrant is eligible to apply for citizenship. Applicants for citizenship must pass a two-part
naturalization test, including an English test evaluating the applicant’s ability to read, write, and
speak English, and a civics test, evaluating the applicant’s knowledge of United States history
and government (The U.S. Citizenship, n.d.). Because the main concern of applicants is
learning English to pass the tests to obtain naturalization, their motivation is instrumental in
nature.
By contrast, young immigrants often experience integrative motivation. This motivation
is fostered, in part, by the U.S. Department of Education. For example, federal regulations, such
as Title III, encourage immigrant children to learn English by integrating with their peers.
Specifically, a purpose of Title III is
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to help ensure that children who are limited English proficient, including immigrant
children and youth, attain English proficiency, develop high levels of academic
attainment in English, and meet the same challenging State academic content and
student academic achievement standards as all children are expected to meet. (U.S.
Department of Education, n.d.)
In addition, the U.S. Department of Education assists state educational agencies and local
educational agencies in developing and enhancing high-quality instructional programs designed
to prepare immigrant children to enter English instruction settings with their peers in the TL
group. For example, a newcomer academy may accept immigrant children in sixth through
tenth grades when they arrive in the United States. Because these academies may rely on
curriculum and instruction that promotes language and academic skills needed for immigrant
children to function successfully in other classrooms with the TL group, the children experience
integrative motivation (“What is the Newcomer Academy?” n.d.). Therefore, newcomer
academies can help immigrant children want to learn the TL in order to become like its native
speakers so the children can look forward to meaningful participation in the surrounding new
community.
Schumann (1986) noted that motivation to learn the TL may vary according to setting.
According to one principal of a newcomer academy, the setting of a class brings 12 to 15
immigrant children into contact with American teachers (G. Snow, personal communication,
March 30, 2020). In this intimate setting, the only language the students can communicate in is
English. As the immigrants communicate with their peers in English, they realize English
proficiency is integral to their future in the United States. Therefore, the setting at a newcomer
academy uses integrative motivation by giving students access to the language and academic
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skills needed for participation in other classrooms in public schools. Typically, after one to
three semesters, students transition from a newcomer academy to a new setting at a local
middle or high school with an ESL program. However, the setting of English classes for adult
immigrants at local organizations is not as closely knit. The number of adult immigrants in
these classes may reach 30 to 35 students because only two classes are offered at a time (Z,
Javorek, personal communication, May 26, 2020). Even if more immigrants arrive, additional
classes are not offered, so class size may swell. In these cases, students often lose focus on the
instruction and talk among themselves because their motivation is instrumental since they have
to attend the classes to keep their public benefits.
Furthermore, Schumann (1976) defined ego permeability as the psychoanalytic
perceptions of language learners that permit them to separate personality and identity partially
and temporarily from the native language to the TL. Guiora (1972) theorized that among the
four major aspects of language learning, reading, writing, understanding, and speaking, the
most demanding aspect psychologically is speaking. Similar to Schumann, Guiora further
identified the “language ego,” which compares to Freud’s concept of ego, by explaining that
“pronunciation is the most valuable contribution of the language ego to self-representation” (p.
145). Because acknowledging the value of pronunciation is important, the speaking level of
participants is examined as a separate independent variable in this study.
The social and psychological factors discussed above converge in the major hypothesis
at the core of the acculturation model. Schumann (1986) explained that the learner of the TL
acculturates to the TL group to the degree to which the learner acquires the new language.
Therefore, the level of acculturation and TL learning are necessarily related. Moreover, social
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and psychological factors inherent in Schumann’s acculturation model may be positive or
negative, but if most of them are positive, they help the learner master the TL.
In contrast to Schumann’s model, linguists and other researchers have argued that new
language acquisition is controlled by maturational constraints rather than social and
psychological factors (Birdsong & Molis, 2001; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Newport,
1990; Pakulak & Neville, 2011; Stevens, 1999). Prior to Schumann developing the
acculturation model, Lenneberg (1967) proposed that similar maturational processes might
constrain language development and ultimately negatively impact language proficiency. For
example, the age of the learner at the onset of language learning may affect the learning process
because language acquisition is more difficult for mature or older learners. Many studies have
focused on ages of immigrants when entering the host country as their main independent
variable, investigating its correlation to new language proficiency (Birdsong & Molis, 2001;
Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Newport, 1990; Pakulak & Neville, 2011; Stevens, 1999).
Stevens (1999) explained the completion of hemispheric lateralization of the brain,
myelinization of cortical cells, and decreasing plasticity of the brain are developmental
processes occurring during childhood and primarily completed by puberty. After these
processes are complete, the brain is not as equipped for language learning. As Pakulak and
Neville (2011) noted, a language learner’s age during acquisition contributes to the ultimate
success of language learning due to neural organization for processing a new language. LaresnFreeman and Long (1991) explained that the acculturation model did not account for the
combinations and/or levels of social and psychological factors affecting language learning.
Furthermore, Larsen-Freeman and Long pointed out that the acculturation model failed to
identify which factor was the most significant in impacting language learning despite
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addressing varying factors. Their critique of the acculturation model also recognized the
model’s weakness because there was no reliable way to measure social and psychological
factors. In addition, Stauble (1978) examined the different impacts among social and
psychological factors on language learning, finding that psychological factors impose a greater
effect on the new language learner’s degree of acculturation than social factors. Stauble
concluded that the learner’s motivation is the most influential psychological factor in
determining the degree of acculturation toward the TL group and, consequently, the degree to
which the TL is acquired. If one factor can influence language learning more than another,
Stauble’s research showed that every factor does not need to be positive in order for learning to
occur. Additionally, Chizzo (2002) criticized the acculturation model for not considering the
age of the learner, family separation, education in the home country, and past traumatic
experiences.
Some teachers of English have also criticized the acculturation model, especially
teachers of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in other countries. Barjesteh and Vaseghi
(2012) noted that the social and psychological factors characterizing the acculturation model
may not apply in the EFL classroom. For instance, these factors require a context the classroom
cannot provide. Instructors may not understand how to teach factors related to society and
culture or may not possess the knowledge needed to apply those factors in teaching. However,
Schumann (1986) stated that the acculturation model only accounts for language learning under
conditions of immigration. Schumann did not intend for the model to have application in EFL
classrooms, especially those taught in countries other than the United States.
Because the acculturation model is based on social and psychological factors, it is
integral to this study because boundary ambiguity is affected by these two components.
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Socially, participants are impacted by interactions within the society of the new country, and
psychologically, participants experience boundary ambiguity due to family members who did
not immigrate. Therefore, since boundary ambiguity and acculturation—with the process of
language learning—address the same components, the responses from participants about these
topics naturally coincide. In other words, when an immigrant is psychologically distant from
family members who did not immigrate, the immigrant is closer to the TL group and, therefore,
better equipped to acculturate and learn the new language. Moreover, Farhady (1979) supported
the acculturation model for its attempts to answer questions regarding why language leaning
should take place for immigrants. Stern (1983) believed the acculturation model has given
better insight into language learning, including research studies about that process and an
individual’s patterns of language learning.
However, there are negative factors affecting language learning. Despite these factors,
such as discrepancies in culture and instrumental motivation among adult immigrants,
immigrants and refugees usually learn English. Moreover, considering the age of the learner as
a factor to assess how age affects learning a new language and correlates with acculturation is
beneficial. While many immigrants and refugees can read and write in their native languages,
there are many differences between these languages and English, including alphabets, the
direction of writing (such as right to left or left to right), syntax, and grammar. The
acculturation model does not take these differences between the learner’s native language and
the TL into account. However, because English is being taught almost worldwide, many
immigrants and refugees encountered it before immigrating and are, therefore, familiar with
these disparities.
Variables in Language Learning
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As seen through the lens of the acculturation model (Schumann, 1978, 1986), learning a
language is affected by social-psychological factors that immigrants experience in their new
country. Because social and psychological factors are key components of both models—CMFS
and acculturation—they build on one another in this study to examine the correlation between
language proficiency and the level of boundary ambiguity experienced by immigrants. Along
with the level of boundary ambiguity as a dependent variable, this study measures independent
variables, including English proficiency and others—gender, age, nationality, number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English—to examine how acculturation and learning English impact levels of boundary
ambiguity among family members for Iraqi and Syrian immigrants residing in the United States
for a period of time spanning between three to seven years. In this study, the independent
variables correlate and impact the level of boundary ambiguity. A crucial independent variable
of this study, English proficiency, is measured with the Michigan EPT and the Cambridge
face2face OPT.
A number of independent variables influence this study’s examination of boundary
ambiguity among immigrants and refugees. Speaking is an essential independent variable to
consider because a participant who is confident in speaking abilities has more than likely been
immersed in the culture of the language, which also may affect his or her identity and,
subsequently, levels of boundary ambiguity. Gender is an independent variable in the study due
to cultural tendencies. For example, psychological stress, stress outcomes, and perception of
psychological distress may differ by gender (de Snyder, Cerventes, & Paddila, 1990;
Nicholson, Miller, Schwertz, & Sorokin, 2013; Ritsner, Ponizovsky, Nechamkin & Modai,
2001). Age is also a crucial independent variable because older participants have spent more
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time in their home countries and more time in relationships with family members who were left
behind. Focusing on ages of immigrants, Mui and Kang (2006) found that stress related to
acculturation was caused by older immigrants’ perceptions of a cultural gap between
themselves and their children and led to high depression levels. This sort of cultural gap may
potentially increase stressors in the family. Younger participants may struggle less to adopt a
new culture since they have spent less time in their native culture. For instance, immigrants are
better able to identify with a host culture the longer they are exposed to it, but only if this
exposure occurs when they are relatively young (Cheung, Chudek & Heine, 2011). Another
independent variable, nationality, applies to participants because they are from two different
countries and have different perceptions about the family system and their bonds with family
members who did not immigrate with them. Also, differences between immigrants and refugees
and their preimmigration experiences may impact psychological stressors differently for each
group after it resettles (Dow, 2011).
Additional independent variables in the study are the number of family members who
also immigrated and years residing in the United States. The number of family members who
also immigrated is examined because an immigrant who arrives with multiple family members
may have more support than an immigrant who arrives alone or with fewer family members,
leading to less support and possible stress. The study examines if the number of family
members who also immigrate influence a participant’s level of boundary ambiguity in
correlation with the size of the family and the support the participant receives from different
sources, such as parents and/or siblings. Vega, Kolody, Valle, and Weir (1991) noted that
friends and relatives are the best support for emotional and personal distress and found that
contact with family members is more salient than support from friends. Furthermore, Kim,
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Sangalang, and Kihl (2012) stated that support provided by family members decreased
depression of elderly Korean immigrants. Additionally, years residing in the United States is an
independent variable in the study because it may affect participants’ proficiency in English if
they have been studying the TL since their arrival.
The number of semesters learning English is another variable. Being in class for longer
time periods has dual goals: learning language as structure and culture. Tshabangu-Soko and
Caron (2011) found that a short “duration of classes” is one of the factors hindering success in
language learning. Friedlander (1991) explained that the Newcomer program, which has spread
around the country, allows for longer periods of instruction in English. The time the language
learner spends in a Newcomer program helps him or her transition to Limited English
Proficient in order to gain confidence to enter the American school system. However, not all
immigrants can have the privilege to be in a Newcomer program because of their ages. For
instance, immigrants over 21 years old typically cannot be admitted to the program (G. Snow,
personal communication, May 16, 2020).
English Proficiency Measurements
In this study, analyzing a participant’s proficiency by the Michigan EPT’s six skill
levels and the Cambridge face2face OPT’s four levels demonstrates the impact of English
learning on language functionality, and, in turn, on the level of boundary ambiguity for each.
Both tests reveal if there are correlations between spoken language and other language skills
that the student usually learns in class, including listening, grammar, reading, and vocabulary.
Together, the EPT and OPT provide fair representation of the level of English proficiency of
each participant.
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Furthermore, the relationship of language proficiency and boundary ambiguity is crucial
to this study. Boss (1999) discussed her parents’ immigration and how they suffered from
ambiguous loss after leaving their country of origin, resulting in boundary ambiguity. One
stressor they experienced in relation to language was their accent when speaking English
among people who were proficient in the language. They knew their accent labeled them as
immigrants, and they preferred to speak to themselves in their native language when alone. This
stressor is one among many that can cause boundary ambiguity. For participants of this study,
boundary ambiguity is due to roles, tasks, and memberships of extended family who did not
immigrate with participants.
Farhady (1979) stated that language proficiency is one of the most poorly defined
concepts in the field of language testing. Although theories define language proficiency
differently, scholars in the field have concurred that proficiency tests assess the student’s ability
to use language. However, Roberts and Kreuz (2015) noted that quantifying how successfully
someone speaks a foreign language is not easy. For example, someone may exaggeratingly
claim that he or she speaks a non-native language perfectly but lacks the ability to order food in
a restaurant; on other hand, someone may apologize for a poor linguistic ability even though he
or she can understand irony or humor expressed in the TL. Determining the test to administer
depends on the student’s language proficiency and level of education being sought. For
instance, the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) has been used since the
early1960s to assess a non-native English speaker’s proficiency in English to perform at the
university level. Thousands of institutes in Canada, the United States, and other countries
require its score to accept students at their colleges and universities (Moglen, 2015; Peirce,
1992). This study has relied on the Michigan EPT and Cambridge face2face OPT because they
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both assess language proficiency and are consistent with the definition of Limited English
Proficient (LEP). Batalova and Zong (2016) explained LEP in relation to any person age 5 and
older who speaks English less than “very well” as classified by the United States Census
Bureau.
Michigan English Placement Test
Regarding the variable of English proficiency, the Michigan EPT is an accepted
assessment tool because it assesses language proficiency by measuring performance in listening
comprehension, grammar, vocabulary, and reading comprehension. It was developed by the
University of Michigan in 1973 to quickly and reliably place students into equal learning levels
(“Michigan English Placement Test,” n.d.). The test consists of 80 multiple choice questions,
with possible scores of 0-80. Scores reveal six skill levels: Beginner, Beginner (High),
Intermediate (Low), Intermediate, Advanced (Low), and Advanced. Wistner, Sakai, and Abe
(2009) evaluated the reliability of the total test scores of the Michigan EPT, finding them
acceptable (.753 for all 724 participants without outliers). Considering the casual variable of
spoken language within the acculturation model in tandem with the EPT reveals participants’
English proficiency and shows how speaking and the skills assessed by the EPT correlate to
boundary ambiguity. Furthermore, this study examines speaking and skills assed by the EPT
with the other variables—gender, age, nationality, number of family members who also
immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning English—to discover
their combined impact on boundary ambiguity.
The Michigan EPT measures the learner’s ability in listening, reading, comprehension,
and vocabulary. A perfect score of 80 on the Michigan EPT can be considered as a
measurement for entering college. However, some institutions use the minimum score of 21,

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

54

which is compatible with LEP, for entrance into ESL programs. For example, Jefferson
Community Technical College (JCTC) in Louisville uses the range of scores to assess different
levels of language proficiency. A score range of 1-20 means the student cannot be admitted. If
“the student’s score is too low to be placed even in our basic level . . . they could take some
community offered adult ESL classes and come back later” (V. Lyalina, personal
communication, May 13, 2020). Moreover, JCTC identifies language proficiency at the
following remaining levels: 21-39 is the first level of ESL, 40-49 is the beginning level, 50-59
is the low-intermediate level, 60-70 is the high-intermediate level, and only with a score of 71
or more can an individual be admitted at the college level.
Cambridge face2face Oral Placement Text
The Cambridge face2face OPT was authored by Redston and Cunningham in 2007
(Cambridge University Press, n.d.), and since then, many European countries have depended on
the test to estimate the level of spoken English for ESL students. Kazemi and AbdollahiGuilani (2015) used the OPT to assess students’ ability to speak English, studying experimental
and control groups in a pretest and posttest. Comparing students’ learning who sat under noninnovative teachers from a control group to an experimental group who sat under innovative
teachers, they found students who learned from the experimental group improved more
significantly than those who learned from the control group. The OPT consists of 36 questions
divided into individual sections. Each question is given a score ranging from 0 to 3, and the
sections are scored separately. The tester uses the scores from each section to determine if the
language learner is at an Elementary, Pre-Intermediate, Intermediate, or Upper Intermediate
level. The OPT measures speech proficiency because oral speaking is the most basic means of
human communication. This test is instrumental to this study because participants use spoken
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English in their daily conversations, and proficiency in it is a first step to learning other skills of
language proficiency (Kazemi & Abdollahi-Guilani, 2015).
Conclusion
As immigrants, participants of this study are part of an ongoing story. Immigrants and
immigration have greatly contributed to United States history. The United States has long been
considered a land of opportunity for immigrants. Yet, both in the past and today, it is hard for
them to assimilate easily in the society. Upon their arrival, immigrants face abundant
difficulties because many of them were separated forcibly from their families, either as refugees
or immigrants. These difficulties include psychological and mental health conditions. As one of
the key components of CFMS, ambiguous loss is the first condition most immigrants
experience because they have been physically separated from extended family but the extended
family is psychologically present in their emotions and minds. Boundary ambiguity is the
outcome of ambiguous loss and other components of CFMS because immigrants do not know
whether to keep bonds or ties with family members who did not immigrate or involve
themselves in the new society and practice values and culture of that society. For any
immigrant to function well in the new country, he or she must learn the language of that
country; however, learning the TL is not easy due to social and psychological factors as
discussed through the acculturation model, which illustrates the degree the learner accultures
socially and psychologically while acquiring the TL.
Because both CFMS and acculturation are alike in theirs structures socially and
psychologically, they provide framework for discussion. This study examines the correlation
between the level of boundary ambiguity and language proficiency, hypothesizing that high
proficiency impacts the level of boundary ambiguity because high proficiency means the
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learner is actively involved in the new country due to the advantage of mastering the TL. In
addition, the study considers other variables that might affect the level of boundary ambiguity,
such as gender, age, nationality, number of family members who also immigrated, years
residing in the United States, and semesters learning English. The boundary ambiguity scale
adapted for this study may be useful for future studies, especially studies that examine the
levels of boundary ambiguity immigrants experience and how these levels may differ from one
state to another depending on the size of the community in which an immigrant lives.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
The purpose of this research study is to investigate how proficiency in a new language
affects the levels of boundary ambiguity immigrants experience due to separation from
extended family. The effects of other variables, including gender, age nationality, number of
family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters
learning English, on the level of boundary ambiguity are also examined. Prior to this study,
there has been no research regarding the association between levels of boundary ambiguity
experienced by immigrants and refugees and language learning. As Boss et al. (2017)
explained, boundary ambiguity is the outcome of ambiguous loss and happens to immigrants
who are forcibly separated from their families. Boundary ambiguity is a condition that occurs
when the family members do not know who is in and who is out of the family system (Boss et
al., 2017; Boss & Greenberg, 1984). In addition, boundary ambiguity is characterized by an
incongruent understanding between physical and psychological presence in the family (Boss,
2002, p. 95). The ambiguity may occur when there are unknown factors about the loss of a
family member; however, it may also occur when factors related to the loss of a family member
are clear if the family or a member of it is denying the loss has occurred (Boss et al., 2017, p.
93). Due to boundary ambiguity, the family system is surrounded in uncertainty (Boss et al.,
2017).
As Boss (n.d.) noted, one type of ambiguous loss is the “loss of physical contact with
family and friends because of immigration” (para. 1). Almost all Iraqi and Syrian immigrants
who moved to the United States in the last ten years have been forced to separate from their
families because of ongoing war in their home countries (The UN Refugee Agency, n.d.-a, n.d.b). Remaining family members are left behind in Iraq or Syria or displaced to different parts of
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the globe. In addition, many of these family members are considered to be internally displaced
persons (IDPs), meaning they remain in their respective countries but are forced to flee the
home to live in camps, usually enduring severe conditions. As their families are scattered, Iraqi
and Syrian immigrants in the United States live in ongoing ambiguity and uncertainty
concerning whether they will reunite with loved ones in the future. Additionally, political
unrest and instability in these two countries contribute to the immigrants’ uncertainty, along
with the potential inability for the countries’ ethnic groups to live in harmony and peace.
Because of the uncertainty, immigrants often suffer from ambiguous loss and its outcome,
boundary ambiguity, which not only hinders their contributions to society but also affects their
physically present loved ones, especially children (Boss, 1999). Individual family members
often experience depression and high levels of anxiety as a result of boundary ambiguity, and
family units may experience difficulties in their relationships, including conflict and/or
alienation (Boss et al., 2017). Reduced levels of boundary ambiguity should support improved
health for immigrants, helping them avoid some of these challenges or even preventing them.
This reduction may occur as immigrants learn English. As they learn English, they may be
encouraged to immerse in the culture of the United States, thereby increasing their confidence
to communicate. By contrast, immigrants who are not proficient in English may isolate
themselves from social activity, which exacerbates their situations and leads to other health
concerns and ongoing grief, possibly even affecting physically present family.
Research Questions
The language of a host country is the main gate through which immigrants assimilate
socially, economically, culturally, and politically (Dustmann & Fabbri, 2003; Isphording,
2015). They need to be equipped with the language to interact in society, and, through this
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interaction that necessarily requires language proficiency, their levels of boundary ambiguity
may be alleviated. This study hypothesizes that there may be negative correlation between
levels of boundary ambiguity and language proficiency. The study includes additional variables
to investigate their impact on boundary ambiguity or if they confound the impact of language
proficiency.
The following questions are addressed in the study:
1.

How does acculturation and learning English impact levels of boundary ambiguity,
evaluated through the lens of the Contextual Model of Family Stress, among family
members of Iraqi and Syrian immigrants residing in the United States for a period of
time spanning between three to seven years?

2. How does gender, age, nationality, number of family members who also immigrated,
years residing in the United States, and semesters learning English affect levels of
boundary ambiguity?
Research Design
A quantitative research design is used to investigate the association between boundary
ambiguity as the dependent variable and other variables identified in the study. Boundary
ambiguity, a scale level variable, is measured in the study using a self-administered
questionnaire comprised of 18 questions. This instrument is adapted from scales by Boss and
others and translated into Arabic and Kurdish to measure levels of boundary ambiguity. The
language proficiency of immigrants, the principle independent variable, is measured with two
tests. The Michigan EPT is used to measure listening, grammar, comprehension, and reading.
The Cambridge OPT assesses the level of participants’ spoken English because the study
considers speaking as a casual variable that could be learned by interacting socially and
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conversationally away from a structured class, as seen from Schumann’s theory of acculturation
(1978, 1986). Using three question banks, the OPT assesses spoken English with questions that,
as the test progresses, increasingly require higher levels of English skills. Bank one includes
general biographical questions, bank two presents questions about test takers’ friends and
acquaintances, and bank three contains more specific questions about test takers’ interests and
opinions. Moreover, other variables gathered through verbal questions and answers help to
assess the impact on levels of boundary ambiguity, including the demographic variables of age,
nationality, number of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United
States, and semester learning English. The variable of gender has not been identified from
response to a direct question because it would have been a cultural insult for participants
(Zaharin & Pallotta-Chiarolli, 2020). Rather, the researcher has notified participants that gender
is a variable in the study. Learning English is measured by semesters of instruction taken at a
local community college, without consideration of English instruction at other locations,
whether in formal educational institutions or through volunteer services.
To create a boundary ambiguity scale as one of the assignments in the study, the
researcher coordinated with and received approval on the scale from Pauline Boss (personal
communication, November 12, 2019). This scale was initially used in a pilot study with seven
immigrants. Previously, six scales were developed to measure boundary ambiguity (Boss &
Greenberg, 1984). These measure boundary ambiguity caused from persons missing in action
or experienced by widows, parents of adolescents leaving home, adolescents and adult children
of divorce, divorced adults, and caregivers of patients with dementia. The data produced from
these six scales has resulted in reliability estimates ranging from  = 0.58 to  = 0.74 (Boss et
al., 1990). The current study provides the first research on measuring boundary ambiguity in
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immigrants and refugees who do not know who is in or who is out of the family system after
being separated from extended family due to immigration. The scale’s 18 questions measure
levels of boundary ambiguity by addressing the power of bonds between participants and their
extended families as well as their loyalty to and concerns about their culture. Feedback from the
pilot study was used to further improve the scale. Besides the Michigan EPT and Cambridge
OPT, there are six other variables in this study: gender, age, nationality, number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English. Gender of immigrants is an important variable since boundary ambiguity is a type of
stress that each gender experiences in different ways. Age of participants is vital because
language learning correlates with age. Moreover, people suffer from stress differently
depending on age. Nationality is considered because, when coming to the United States, Iraqis
are usually immigrants and Syrians are often refugees; consequently, they experience boundary
ambiguity differently. Number of family members who also immigrated is crucial because they
can provide family support during the challenges that come with immigration. In addition,
years residing in the United States is considered since duration of time in a new home and area
affects the life of each immigrant. Finally, semesters learning English is measured by the
number of semesters enrolled at Jefferson Community and Technical College (JCTC).
Participants
Two groups of adult immigrants to the United States from Iraq and Syria have
participated in the study. Two types of sampling methods have been used to recruit study
participants. The first type, purposeful sampling, has been used so participants meet the criteria
of the study, including that they should have been 18 or older, resided in the United States from
three to seven years, and entered the United States with basic English skills. Participants have
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also been chosen because they have attended JCTC, which requires the Michigan EPT for
enrollment. In addition, snowball sampling, a “sampling plan [that] follows out the chains of
sociometric relations in the given population,” has been used because it allows study
participants chosen by purposeful sampling to contact friends, colleagues, and family members
to recruit them for the study (Goodman, 2011). Furthermore, the close family structure of Iraqi
and Syrian immigrants increased the chance participants from these cultures would be
experiencing boundary ambiguity. Seven adults have participated in a pilot study (five Iraqi and
two Syrians; four females and three males). Thirty-two adults have participated in the main
study (18 Iraqis and 14 Syrians; 20 females and 12 males). Most participants speak Arabic as
their primary language, while only a few primarily speak Kurdish. Four participants have been
unable to complete all tests, and their results are not used in the final analysis.
In the study, Iraqis are a larger language-learning group than Syrians because Iraqis
have been entering Kentucky for a longer amount of time and in two waves. The first of the two
began in the mid-1990s and the second toward the end of the first decade of the 21st century, as
seen in a profile of immigrants in the Louisville Metropolitan area that recorded 700 Iraqi
refugees as having resettled in or moved to Louisville from 1994-2004 (Capps, Fortuny,
Zimmermann, Bullock, & Henderson, 2006). Many Iraqi immigrants have visited Iraq at least
one time or more using their permanent resident or American passport, while Syrian refugees
commonly do not return to Syria once they leave the country.
Syrians have only been arriving in Kentucky since 2015. According to the Kentucky
Office for Refugees (n.d.), the numbers of Iraqi and Syrian immigrants arriving in Louisville in
the fiscal years 2014-2018 were, respectively 907 and 404. During the same time frame, 232
Iraqi immigrants and 144 Syrian immigrants arrived in Lexington, while 144 Iraqis and no
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Syrians arrived in Bowling Green. Furthermore, since 2011, Kentucky has resettled 450 Syrian
refugees according to the lengthy vetting process required by federal law (Baumann, 2017).
Participants are over 18 years old with basic or no English skills upon arrival in the
United States. Additionally, participants have been in the United States for approximately three
to seven years, learning English and already settled in their homes and communities.
Immigrants who have been in the United States longer than seven years are excluded from the
study. According to Hou and Beiser (2006), if immigrants cannot effectively use English within
seven years, they will more than likely not advance in learning the language or will advance
slowly “because the major gains [in language] occur during the early years of resettlement” (p.
147). Also, immigrants who have been in the United States more than seven years often live in
isolated communities where they can fully function by speaking only their native language;
therefore, they are not ideal candidates for this study. Furthermore, participants have taken
classes to learn English as students at JCTC, and all of them had taken the Michigan EPT for
initial enrollment. The familiarity of the test makes it ideal for this study.
This study considers the age of participants as 18 or older. This criterion of eligibility is
significant because immigrants younger than 18 experience different channels of learning, such
as learning a new language in school. However, immigrants 18 or older encounter a new
language with help of charities and institutes, such as churches, public libraries, and mosques,
which is the case for the study’s participants. Therefore, participants are 18 or older so the
study can examine whether their informal methods of language learning impacted the stress
they have experienced as a result of immigrating and being separated from extended family
who did not immigrate.
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Iraqi and Syrian immigrants and refugees are participants for this study because they are
diverse. Iraq and Syria are known for the diversity of their people regarding religion,
nationality, demographics, ethnicity, and culture. The countries have two different Islamic
groups, Shiite and Sunni, as well as two main nationalities, Arabic and Kurdish. Additionally,
because the study’s participants are from different parts of these two countries, they represent
the population of Iraqi and Syrian immigrants in the United States. While the number of total
participants for the study is not large, their diversity is an advantage. Therefore, the results of
the study may be generalized to apply to immigrants and refugees in the United States who are
from Arabic or Middle Eastern countries.
Iraqi and Syrian immigrants are clear examples of people who have strong family
relationships between individuals in their nuclear family who immigrate with them as well as
among the extended family members who either remained in the home country or resettled in
another country. The bonds with extended family who do not immigrate may lead to boundary
ambiguity. Iraqi and Syrian immigrants are also participants because the researcher fluently
speaks their languages and shares their culture and religious background, all of which makes
communication easier. For example, the researcher has clarified and interpreted questions on
the boundary ambiguity scale when necessary, speaking in the language of participants.
Pilot Study
A pilot study has been conducted with seven immigrant participants who responded to a
questionnaire regarding boundary ambiguity. Their feedback and understanding of the
questionnaire has assisted in developing the boundary ambiguity scale adapted from
comparable scales used in past studies. The questionnaire has been written in English and
translated into Arabic and Kurdish by a legal translator who has done contract work for the

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

65

American embassy in Iraq. The pilot study has included only the Arabic version because the
single Kurdish participant understands Arabic. Feedback from participants in the pilot study has
clarified some questions for the boundary ambiguity scale in the main study. For example,
some expressions in the scale are in English based on feedback because they do not exist in the
languages of participants, such as baby shower, Halloween, and Christmas.
Boundary Ambiguity Scale
Because boundary ambiguity involves the role of a person in the family, the adapted
boundary ambiguity scale in this study focuses on the family members who did not immigrate
and the immigrants who were forced to separate from their families in their home countries.
The scale consists of 18 questions, which quantify the degree of boundary ambiguity caused by
the second type of ambiguous loss, in which a family member is physically absent but
psychologically present (Boss, 1980; Boss et al., 1988). This scale also measures participants’
emotional and psychological responses to uncertainty about family members’ roles (Boss et al.,
1987). Moreover, the scale examines changing roles to show if the uncertainty regarding family
members who did not immigrate affects participants’ daily lives, if participants are still loyal to
their culture, and if the bonds between them and family members who did not immigrate are
still strong or affected by the separation.
The 18 questions in the scale for this study measure boundary ambiguity through
participants’ responses about their perceptions of family members’ psychological presence but
physical absence. Most questions relate to bonds between immigrants and refugees from Iraq
and Syria who moved to the United States and their family members who did not immigrate to
understand the extent the separation from family members affects an immigrant’s daily life.
Additionally, the scale measures the extent to which an immigrant immerses in the culture of
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the new country or continues to operate on the basis of their own culture and values more than
the culture of the new country. Using the framework of CMFS, the adapted scale quantifies the
levels of boundary ambiguity in participants to understand how separation from family
members affects life. Indeed, the first boundary ambiguity scale quantified the degree of
boundary ambiguity, and the scales that followed measured the same (Boss, 1975a, 1975b;
Boss et al., 1990). While the adapted scale does not measure the level of acculturation in each
participant, this factor has helped develop the scale because of its relationship to the social and
psychological conditions of participants. The specialized, adapted scale for this study is
necessary because the pre-existing boundary ambiguity scales did not factor in acculturation,
which is discussed below, and were not developed with immigrants in mind.
Procedure
For the main study, each participant has received four assignments, including
responding to the boundary ambiguity scale. The 18 questions in the scale focus on the bonds
of participants with extended family as well as loyalty to their respective culture. Each
participant has also taken two tests to assess English language proficiency. As aforementioned,
they have taken a computer test, the Michigan EPT, in listening, grammar, comprehension, and
reading. The Michigan EPT is a test of 80 multiple choice questions, with possible scores of 080. Based on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), scores
reveal six skill levels divided into three categories: Beginner, Intermediate, and Proficient
(“What is the CEFR?” n.d.). Past research evaluated the reliability of the total test scores of the
Michigan EPT, finding them acceptable:  = .753 for all 724 participants without outliers
(Wistner, Sakai, & Abe, 2009). The second test, the Cambridge OPT, measures participants’
level of spoken English. Many countries in Europe have relied on the Cambridge OPT to
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estimate the level of spoken English for ESL students as it meets the CEFR, which provides an
international standard for describing language ability and has been used by researchers,
employers, and educators to assess English language proficiency in learners (“International
Language Standards,” n.d.). The Cambridge OPT consists of 36 questions divided into three
individual sections. Each question is given a score ranging from 0 to 3, and the sections are
scored separately. The tester uses the scores from each section to determine if the language
learner is at an elementary, pre-intermediate, intermediate, or upper intermediate level. In
addition, participants have been administered a biographical survey to ascertain if there would
be effects of the study’s covariates on the participants’ English proficiency. The survey poses
questions about participants’ age, nationality, number of family members who also immigrated,
and semesters learning English. Surveys have been administered in the native language of each
participant.
The researcher initially invited 20 people who qualified to participate in this study
through community engagement, such as at Arabic stores. Twelve people reacted positively to
the invitation. Then, through snowball sampling, these twelve reached out to other qualified
individuals, gaining approval to share their contact information with the researcher. Through
this process, a total of 35 males and females have volunteered to participate in the study.
However, three of them could not finish all four assignments. For example, two participants
have finished the boundary ambiguity scale without taking the Michigan EPT and Cambridge
OPT. Another participant has responded to the boundary scale and completed the OPT, but they
could not complete the Michigan EPT due to the lockdown of the test center at JCTC, where all
participants took the tests. In addition, the total number of participants would have been larger
if there had not been a lockdown due to COVID-19.
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Steps taken have allowed participants to be comfortable completing the tests and
responding to the scale. Participants have been ensured that their scores would only be used for
the purpose of the study, and the scores would not have any influence on their academic
journeys. Moreover, participants understand that their levels of boundary ambiguity will not be
revealed to any other party, and their names will not be announced in the research. After these
confirmations, the researcher then asked participants to sign a consent form to willingly
participate in the study, with the freedom to withdraw at any point. Furthermore, they have
been told if one or more questions in the scale cause them concern, they would be offered care
at the appropriate medical facility.
Data Collection
The data has been collected from the four assignments for participants. Levels of
boundary ambiguity are measured with a Likert scale of five divisions: strongly disagree,
disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree. From each completed boundary ambiguity scale,
the scores have been transferred to Excel, and with a formula to reverse negative the questions,
Excel then calculated a number representing the level of boundary ambiguity for each
participant. The Michigan EPT requires a fixed time frame of 40 minutes, in which participants
answer 40 multiple choice questions regarding listening, comprehension, vocabulary, grammar,
and reading. Each question can receive 2 points, for a total 80. A score range of 1-20 means the
student does not qualify for ESL level instruction. A score of 21-39 is the first level required for
ESL admittance, 40-49 is known as the beginning level, 50-59 is the low-intermediate level,
60-70 is the high-intermediate level, and only with a score of 71 or more can an individual be
admitted at college level instruction. The Assessment Center at JCTC has provided the
examiner or participant a score report for each participant completing the Michigan EPT, after
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which participants then voluntarily handed their reports to the researcher. Scores have been
transferred to Excel, entered as both continuous scores and as categories defined above.
In addition, prior to conducting the main study, the researcher engaged in training with
an ESL instructor to practice properly administering the Cambridge OPT. During the main
study, the Cambridge OPT has been administrated by the ESL instructor with the help of the
researcher, who has recorded the scores as reported by the instructor. The Cambridge OPT
consists of three banks, and each has 12 questions. The study includes 4-7 questions from Bank
1. If the total score for these questions is 0-6, participants are placed at the starter level, but if
the total score for these questions is 7-12, participants are asked four more questions from Bank
1. If the total score for these questions is 0-6, participants are placed at the elementary level. If
the total score for these questions is 7-12, participants are asked four questions from questions
13-18 in Bank 2. This pattern is continuous with the remaining questions in Banks 2 and 3 until
participants who are not at starter (1A) or elementary (1B) levels are placed at pre-intermediate
(2A), intermediate (2B), upper-intermediate (3A), or advanced (3B). After levels for each
participant are recorded, the researcher assesses scoring results for participants based on the
guides provided by the Cambridge OPT. For this study, the scores have been placed in Excel,
entered as both continuous values and as categories.
Furthermore, demographic variables, including age, nationality, years residing in the
United States, number of family members who also immigrated, and semesters learning English
have been self-reported by participants. Finally, all data in Excel has been cross-checked with
data from scoring reports, biographical surveys, and the boundary ambiguity scales to ensure
accuracy. Data has been collected over a period of two months by coordinating with
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participants, the ESL instructor, and the Assessment Center at JCTC due to its hours of
availability.
To assess the relationship between boundary ambiguity and English proficiency, a
correlational analysis has been performed between boundary ambiguity and both the Michigan
EPT and the Cambridge OPT scores in SPSS. A multiple regression has followed to see if there
are other factors impacting participants’ levels of boundary ambiguity. Performing the multiple
regression allows the relationship between English proficiency and boundary ambiguity to be
assessed while controlling for the other variables. Also, a correlation between the two tests’
scores has been performed to determine the association between independent variables.
For this study, analyzing each immigrant’s proficiency by the Michigan EPT’s six skill
levels and the OPT’s four levels demonstrate the impact of English learning on language
functionality, and, in turn, on the level of boundary ambiguity for each. Both tests reveal
correlations between spoken language and other language skills that the student usually learns
in class, including listening, grammar, reading, and vocabulary.
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Chapter Four: Results
The purpose of this research study is to examine how proficiency of a new language
affects the level of boundary ambiguity that immigrants experience due to separation from
extended family. This examination has been done by creating a boundary ambiguity scale for
immigrants and measuring their English proficiency from the Michigan EPT and Cambridge
OPT. The effects of other variables, including gender, age, nationality, number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English, on the levels of boundary ambiguity have also been investigated.
Iraqi and Syrian immigrants living in Louisville, KY have been recruited for this study by
using purposeful and snowball sampling. All participants have taken English language classes
since relocating to the United States. Participants have been recruited from community colleges
and networking via Arabic community stores.
Results
A total of 35 participants have been recruited; however, only 32 participants could
complete all four assignments: Michigan EPT, Cambridge OPT, Boundary Ambiguity Scale,
and the demographic survey about the variables of age, nationality, the number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English. Scores from participants who could not complete all four assignments are not included
in this analysis. Participant demographics are shown in Tables 1 and 2. Participants are an
average of 31.5 years old, with the majority Iraqi. The majority gender of all participants is
female.
Table 1
Participant Continuous Demographic Variables
Variable

M

SD
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Years in the US
Hours Spent in English Instruction
Family Number
Michigan EPT Score
Cambridge Total Score
N = 32
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31.5
4.3
3.3
4.3
40.9
25.9

9.6
1.3
2.3
2.1
17.1
18.5

Table 2
Participant Categorical Demographic Variables
Variable
Gender
Male
Female
Nationality
Iraqi
Syrian
Michigan EPT Category
Below First Level
First Level
Beginning Level
Low-Intermediate Level
High-Intermediate Level
College Level
Cambridge OPT Category
Starter
Elementary
Pre-Intermediate
Intermediate
Upper-Intermediate
Advanced
N = 32

N

%

12
20

38
63

18
14

56
44

2
14
7
4
4
1

6
44
22
13
13
3

6
6
5
5
3
7

19
19
16
16
9
22

The boundary ambiguity scale has been translated into Arabic and Kurdish to allow
participants to answer in their native language. Twenty-five participants (78%) have answered in
Arabic, four participants (13%) have answered in Kurdish, and three participants (9%) have
answered in English. Boundary ambiguity scale questions are measured with a Likert response
scale of 1 to 5 (strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree), where level of
agreement corresponds to the amount of boundary ambiguity experienced. Questions 1, 2, 8, 9,
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13, 14, and 18 are negatively worded, and scoring has been reversed so the level of agreement
would correspond to a lack of boundary ambiguity. Question scores have been added together,
and the minimum and maximum summed score is 18 to 90 points. The mean boundary ambiguity
scale summed score is 53.7 points, corresponding to an average response of 2.98, or
approximately a neutral level of boundary ambiguity. Mean boundary ambiguity scores for each
individual question are shown in Table 3. The questions with the most boundary ambiguity
(highest scores) are questions 7, 6, 4, and 5. The questions with the least boundary ambiguity
scores (lowest scores) are questions 18, 1, and 17.
Table 3
Boundary Ambiguity Scale Statistics
Question

M

SD

1. I feel I have prepared myself for a change in status, from immigrant to
resident of my new country. a

1.9

1.0

2. I no longer consider myself as belonging to my home country. a

3.8

1.1

3. Since arriving in my new country, I feel lonely.

2.6

0.8

4. I am disturbed because I miss my family members who did not immigrate
with me.

4.1

1.1

5. I think about what my family members who did not immigrate with me
are doing.

4.1

0.8

6. I hope to be reunited permanently with my family members who did not
immigrate with me.

4.3

1.0

7. I will always think of my family members I left behind as my real family.

4.3

0.8

8. My family here with me feels complete, even without the family members
we left behind. a

3.0

1.1

9. My feelings about whom I consider as family members or relatives and
who are not family members or relatives continue to change. a

3.0

0.8

10. Accepting new family members, such as a niece, nephew, brother-inlaw, or sister-in-law, among my family members who did not immigrate is
increasingly difficult for me.

2.6

1.0
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11. When I think about important future occasions (e.g., graduations,
weddings, newborn children, illnesses, deaths) for my family members who
did not immigrate with me, I am frequently worried about whether I will be
able to attend.

3.8

0.9

12. I am unsure how relationships among family members in my new
country and my family members who did not immigrate with me will
continue to develop.

2.7

0.9

13. My children and other family members with me can talk about our other
family members who did not immigrate with us without becoming
emotionally upset. a

2.6

1.0

14. I find myself being a mediator for my family members in my new
country and my family members who did not immigrate with me. a

2.5

1.0

15. I feel incapable of establishing meaningful relationships with people in
my new country.

2.4

1.1

16. I feel guilty about adopting the traditions and customs (e.g., baby
showers and culturally specific holiday traditions, such as events related to
Halloween or Christmas) of my new country.

2.4

0.9

17. I feel it will be difficult, if not impossible, to carve out a new life for
myself in in my new country.

2.0

0.9

18. I feel optimistic about focusing on my future (e.g., education, raising
children, career) in my new country.a

1.6

0.9

Total Score

53.7

5.0

Note. a Mean score shown is reversed.
N = 32

The reliability of the boundary ambiguity scale questions is found to have a Cronbach's 𝛼
of 0.34. To determine which questions are the least effective, inter-item correlations for each
question are calculated, as well as the change in Cronbach's 𝛼 if the item should have been
deleted. These are shown in Table 4. Notably, questions 2, 10, 12, 13, 14, and 15 have negative
inter-item correlation, and a revised boundary ambiguity scale score sum has been calculated,
dropping these questions. From removal of these questions, the new minimum and maximum
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scores of the scale are 16 and 80 points, respectively. The mean revised boundary ambiguity
scale score sum is 37.1 (SD = 5.6) points, which corresponds to a score of approximately 3 for
every question, indicating a neutral level of boundary ambiguity. The removal of questions alters
Cronbach's 𝛼 to 0.73, showing improved reliability.
Table 4
Inter-Item Correlations and Cronbach's Alpha If Questions Removed
Inter-Item
Correlation

𝛼 if
Dropped

1. I feel I have prepared myself for a change in status, from immigrant
to resident of my new country.

0.152

0.314

2. I no longer consider myself as belonging to my home country.

-0.074

0.386

3. Since arriving in my new country, I feel lonely.

0.110

0.328

4. I am disturbed because I miss my family members who did not
immigrate with me.

0.438

0.208

5. I think about what my family members who did not immigrate with
me are doing.

0.414

0.248

6. I hope to be reunited permanently with my family members who
did not immigrate with me.

0.084

0.335

7. I will always think of my family members I left behind as my real
family.

0.451

0.243

8. My family here with me feels complete, even without the family
members we left behind.

0.234

0.285

9. My feelings about whom I consider as family members or relatives
and who are not family members or relatives continue to change.

0.168

0.314

10. Accepting new family members, such as a niece, nephew, brotherin-law, or sister-in-law, among my family members who did not
immigrate is increasingly difficult for me.

-0.197

0.415

11. When I think about important future occasions (e.g., graduations,
weddings, newborn children, illnesses, deaths) for my family
members who did not immigrate with me, I am frequently worried
about whether I will be able to attend.

0.429

0.235

12. I am unsure how relationships among family members in my new
country and my family members who did not immigrate with me will
continue to develop.

-0.306

0.434

Question
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13. My children and other family members with me can talk about our
other family members who did not immigrate with us without
becoming emotionally upset.

-0.069

0.378

14. I find myself being a mediator for my family members in my new
country and my family members who did not immigrate with me.

-0.320

0.451

15. I feel incapable of establishing meaningful relationships with
people in my new country.

-0.308

0.454

16. I feel guilty about adopting the traditions and customs (e.g., baby
showers and culturally specific holiday traditions, such as events
related to Halloween or Christmas) of my new country.

0.437

0.228

17. I feel it will be difficult, if not impossible, to carve out a new life
for myself in in my new country.

0.288

0.280

18. I feel optimistic about focusing on my future (e.g., education,
raising children, career) in my new country.

0.313

0.272

N = 32
Several independent variables significantly correlate with each other. The Michigan EPT
and the Cambridge OPT are strongly positively correlated (τ = 0.81, p < 0.001). Additionally,
age is moderately negatively correlated with the Michigan EPT score (τ = -0.39, p = 0.002) and
the Cambridge OPT score (τ = -0.36, p = 0.004). Years residing in the United States and
semesters learning English are positively correlated (τ = 0.27, p = 0.040). Gender is negatively
correlated with the Cambridge OPT score (τ = -0.36, p = 0.017), as indicated by the lower
Cambridge OPT scores among female participants (M = 19.4) compared to male participants (M
= 33.8). Finally, nationality is correlated with both the original boundary ambiguity scale score (τ
= 0.48, p = 0.002) and the revised boundary ambiguity scale score (τ = 0.44, p = 0.004). For all
correlations, see Table 5.
Table 5

Nationa
lity

Semeste
rs Spent
in
English
Instructi
Gender
on

Years in
the US

Family
Number

Cambri
dge
OPT
Score
Age

Ambigu
ity
Scale
Sum a
Michiga
n EPT
Score

Bounda
ry
Ambigu
ity
Revised
Scale
Bounda
Sum
ry

Kendall’s Tau Between Variables
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Revised
Boundary
Ambiguity
Scale Sum
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1

0.81**

1

-0.15

-0.21

1

-0.04

-0.10

0.81**

1

0.16

0.15

-0.39**

-0.36**

1

-0.14

-0.20

0.04

0.00

-0.16

1

-0.04

-0.07

0.19

0.17

0.07

0.03

1

0.02

-0.04

0.27*

0.25

0.11

0.03

0.06

1

-0.09
0.48**

-0.13
0.44**

-0.24
-0.13

-0.36*
0.00

-0.01
-0.08

0.22
0.10

-0.02
-0.21

-0.06
-0.11

a

Michigan
EPT Score
Cambridge
OPT Score
Age
Family
Number
Years in
the US
Semesters
Spent in
English
Instruction
Gender
Nationality

1
-0.10

1

N = 32
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
a
The Revised Boundary Ambiguity Scale had dropped questions 2, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 15

Research Question One
How does acculturation and learning English impact levels of boundary ambiguity, evaluated
through the lens of the Contextual Model of Family Stress, among family members of Iraqi and
Syrian immigrants residing in the United States for a period of time spanning between three to
seven years?
To assess how acculturation and learning English impact levels of boundary ambiguity
evaluated through the lens of CMFS, a multiple regression has been performed. In the study, the
revised boundary ambiguity scale sum is the dependent variable, and the Michigan EPT score
and Cambridge OPT score are independent variables, along with participants’ gender, age,
nationality, number of family members who also immigrated, years spent in the United States,
and semesters learning English. Results from this regression are shown in Table 6. This overall
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model is significant (F(8, 23) = 4.47, p = 0.002, N = 32) and accounts for 49% of the variation in
the revised boundary ambiguity scale score sum (adjusted R2 = 0.49).
Table 6
Multiple Regression Coefficients Table for the Revised Boundary Ambiguity Scale Sum (12
Questions)
Variable
(Intercept)
Michigan EPT Score
Cambridge OPT Score
Age
Family Number
Years in the US
Semesters Spent in English Instruction
Female Gender
Syrian Nationality
N = 32, R2adj = 0.49, p < 0.01

B
43.36
-0.34
0.28
0.05
-0.93
-0.20
0.39
1.10
4.08

SE
6.20
0.14
0.12
0.11
0.37
0.73
0.40
1.87
1.73

Β
-1.05
0.93
0.09
-0.35
-0.05
0.16
0.10
0.37

p
<0.001
0.019
0.031
0.652
0.021
0.781
0.345
0.563
0.028

With the revised, 12 question boundary ambiguity scale sum score, the Michigan EPT
and Cambridge OPT scores are statistically significant at the 0.05 level. A one-unit increase in
the Michigan EPT score corresponds to a decrease in the boundary ambiguity scale score sum
of 0.34 points, and a one-unit increase in the Cambridge OPT score corresponds to an increase
in the revised boundary ambiguity scale score sum of 0.28 points. These results answer the
study’s initial research question, showing that a high level of English proficiency, as indicated
by the Michigan EPT scores, leads to lowered levels of boundary ambiguity. However, using
the Cambridge OPT scores to estimate English proficiency indicates proficiency has a negative
impact on boundary ambiguity.
Research Question Two
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How does gender, age, nationality, number of family members who also immigrated, years
residing in the United States, and semesters learning English affect levels of boundary
ambiguity?
Additionally, the study questions whether the variables of gender, age, nationality,
number of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and
semesters learning English affect levels of boundary ambiguity. Results show that these
variables lead to differing impact on levels of boundary ambiguity. Nationality of the
participant is statistically significant, as Syrian immigrants have scored 4.08 points higher on
the revised boundary ambiguity score than Iraqi immigrants. The number of family members
who also immigrated is also significant. Each family member who also immigrated corresponds
to a drop in the revised boundary ambiguity score by 0.93 points. Participants’ gender, age,
years residing in the United States, and semesters learning English have not been found to be
statistically significant.
Despite difficulties recruiting participants due to the small geographical area and the
COVID-19 pandemic, post-hoc power analysis shows adequate power for this study. Given a
modest effect size f2 = 0.35 (Cohen 1988), the sample size of 32 participants, eight predictors,
and a type I error rate of 0.05, the post-hoc power calculates using G*Power software at 0.89. In
conclusion, the revised boundary ambiguity scale is found to have good reliability at measuring
levels of boundary ambiguity among immigrants (𝛼 = 0.73). The level of proficiency in a new
language, as measured by the Michigan EPT and Cambridge OPT, is found to have a significant
impact on boundary ambiguity at the p < 0.05 level. Concerning other variables, the number of
family members who also immigrated and nationality are significant at the p < 0.05 level.
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Participants’ gender, age, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning English are
not significantly associated with boundary ambiguity.
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Chapter Five: Discussion
The purpose of this research study is to investigate the effects of learning English and its
proficiency on the levels of boundary ambiguity that immigrants and refugees from Iraq and
Syria experience due to separation from extended family who did not immigrate or were
displaced somewhere else in the world. This chapter discusses the results of the study. Prior to
this study, no research was conducted regarding the impact of language proficiency on boundary
ambiguity experienced by immigrants. This chapter includes the following: (a) summary of
significant findings, (b) implications for practice, (c) recommendations for future research, and
(d) conclusions.
This chapter discusses major findings, including a correlation between the level of
English proficiency and boundary ambiguity. An additional finding shows that immigrants’
different nationalities impact levels of boundary ambiguity. Syrians, for example, are more
commonly refugees while Iraqis are immigrants. This study has found that refugees experience
more profound levels of boundary ambiguity than immigrants. In the study, levels of boundary
ambiguity are measured with a boundary ambiguity scale, adapted from six scales of various
types of boundary ambiguity (Boss, 1990). The study also measures immigrants’ English
proficiency by the Michigan EPT and Cambridge OPT. The level of proficiency in a new
language has a significant impact on boundary ambiguity at the p < 0.05 level. Additionally, the
study measures effects of other variables, including gender, age, nationality, number of family
members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States, and semesters learning
English, on the levels of boundary ambiguity. Concerning these variables, the study finds that the
number of family members who also immigrate is significant at the p < 0.05 level. For every
additional family member who immigrates with an individual, the level of boundary ambiguity
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decreases by 0.93 points. In addition, the study finds that participants’ gender, age, years spent in
the United States, and semesters learning English are not significantly associated with levels of
boundary ambiguity. Past studies confirmed that immigrants experience many psychological
conditions, such as depression, isolation, anxiety, homesickness, loneliness, grief, nostalgia,
humiliation, inferiority, post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), culture shock, and ambiguous
loss (Boss, 1999; Dow, 2011; Keyes & Kane, 2004). To participate, immigrants in the study
must have lived in the United States for at least seven years; however, the study finds that this
time is insufficient to see if levels of boundary ambiguity decrease. In contrast, these immigrants
have experienced boundary ambiguity longer than expected.
Two research questions guide this quantitative study:
1. The study examines the effect of language learning on Iraqi and Syrian immigrants’
levels of boundary ambiguity and relies on the acculturation model to investigate if
increased language learning leads to decreased levels of boundary ambiguity. The
study hypothesizes that a high level of proficiency in English leads to lowered levels
of boundary ambiguity.
2. The study also investigates specific variables—namely, gender, age, nationality,
number of family members who also immigrated, years residing in the United States,
and semesters learning English—to ascertain their effects on levels of boundary
ambiguity.
Initially, the study preformed multiple regression on the data, considering boundary
ambiguity as a dependent variable; all other variables have been considered independent.
However, because of a lack of reliability (α 0.43) of the original boundary ambiguity scale after
its first use, six questions have been eliminated because these are noteffective, as seen during the
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data-collection process as many participants requested explanation of the questions. With unclear
questions eliminated, the reliability of the scale has been raised to α = 0.73. The resulting scale
includes 12 questions and has become an additional finding of the study. The overall multiple
regression explains 49% of the variance of this new 12-question model and is statistically
significant (F(8, 23) = 4.47, p = 0.002, N = 32, adjusted R2 = 0.49).
Significant Findings
Language Proficiency Impacts Boundary Ambiguity
The first research question examines if learning the new language of an immigrant’s host
country affects levels of boundary ambiguity. In this examination, English proficiency is found
to impact the levels of boundary ambiguity participants experience. English proficiency is
measured by two tests administered to each participant. The Michigan EPT measures the levels
of a participant’s skills in English grammar, reading, comprehension, and vocabulary. The
Cambridge OPT measures an immigrant’s ability to speak English. The Michigan EPT
negatively correlates to boundary ambiguity, which has been expected and signifies that an
increase in this test’s score implies a decreasing level of boundary ambiguity. However, the
Cambridge OPT positively correlates to the level of boundary ambiguity, which has not been
expected and signifies that an increase in a participant’s level of English-speaking skills implies
that levels of boundary ambiguity increase. This finding further implies that these participants
may be in the beginning stages of acculturation, explaining why their Cambridge OPT scores
positively correlate with increased levels of boundary ambiguity.
The study has also found a negative correlation between immigrants’ levels in speaking
skills and other skills, including grammar, reading, comprehension, and vocabulary. This finding
has been expected because it was confirmed by previous studies (Bozorgian, 2012; Nan, 2018).
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Moreover, participants’ levels in speaking are higher in comparison to skills in grammar,
reading, comprehension, and vocabulary. This finding is consistent with the acculturation model,
in which Schumann (1986) claimed that immigrants will gain speaking abilities in the language
of the host country without being in class. Concurring with the acculturation model, participants
with high Michigan EPT scores and high Cambridge OPT scores are more acculturated than
participants with low Michigan EPT scores and high Cambridge OPT scores. As participants
with high Michigan EPT scores and high Cambridge OPT scores experience less boundary
ambiguity than those with low Michigan EPT scores and high Cambridge OPT scores, it can be
considered that acculturation, as measured by language learning, leads to lower levels of
boundary ambiguity.
In the framework of CMFS, language learning functions as an internal resource that
impacts boundary ambiguity. Greater proficiency in English may be associated with an
immigrant’s increased interaction with the TL group, which may result in fewer interactions with
members of their extended family who did not immigrate. Interacting more with the TL group
may lower immigrants’ levels of boundary ambiguity.
Immigrants Experience Less Boundary Ambiguity Than Refugees
The second research question investigates the impact of the study’s independent variables
on immigrants’ and refugees’ levels of boundary ambiguity. The study finds varying levels of
boundary ambiguity among Iraqi and Syrian participants. Iraqi participants, mostly immigrants,
experience lower levels of boundary ambiguity in comparison to Syrian participants, who are
mostly refugees. Both refugees and immigrants are seen to experience some of the same
psychological conditions, such as depression, anxiety, homesickness, loneliness, grief, PTSD,
ambiguous loss, and boundary ambiguity (Dow, 2011). However, refugees often move

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

85

unexpectedly, without coordinating with anyone in the host country, while immigrants
commonly move voluntarily, coordinating with acquaintances and/or officials in the host county.
This difference represents another resource within CMFS and shows that refugees who lack the
ability to move voluntarily suffer more from psychological and mental conditions than
immigrants, as evidenced in the study’s findings by Iraqi immigrants’ lower levels of boundary
ambiguity in comparison to Syrian refuges’ higher levels of boundary ambiguity. This difference
is consistent with other studies on immigrants and refugees (Dow, 2011; Pernice & Brook,
1994). Also, Iraqi participants’ scores in English proficiency in both speaking and other related
language skills are higher than Syrians’ scores, indicating further acculturation among
immigrants in comparison to refugees, which may also explain their lower levels of boundary
ambiguity.
Size of Participants’ Families Reduce Boundary Ambiguity
Overall, the average level of boundary ambiguity in this study is mild, or as Boss (2002)
posited, low, which is consistent with CMFS. Under the framework of CMFS, additional family
members who immigrated with the participants acts as a resource against boundary ambiguity.
This finding is confirmed in the study, as an increase in the size or number of family members in
the host country significantly reduces the level of boundary ambiguity. This finding corresponds
to past studies showing that immigrants and refugees who have family members and friends
present have sources of support to tolerate losses experienced by immigration, thereby mitigating
boundary ambiguity (Kim, Sangalang, & Kihl, 2012; Vega, Kolody, Valle, & Weir, 1991).
Impact on Language Learning Without Impact on Boundary Ambiguity
Other results of the study are not significant regarding gender, age, years residing in the
United States, and semesters learning English. Although under the acculturation model, these
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factors may facilitate language learning, they have not been found to have a significant
relationship with boundary ambiguity.
These factors are consistent with previous studies on language learning and acculturation.
Participants’ scores from the Michigan EPT and Cambridge OPT negatively correlate with age
(higher age = lower scores), which is consistent with studies on language learning constraints
due to age (Birdsong & Mollis, 2001; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Lenneberg, 1967;
Newport, 1990; Pakulak & Neville, 2011; Stevens, 1999). However, despite this correlation, age
has not been found to significantly impact boundary ambiguity. The motivations of younger and
older participants to learn English is also consistent with past studies (Gardner & Lambert,
1972). Younger participants are more likely to have learned English from newcomer programs or
in full-time school programs and are more likely to have integrative motivation to learn, as they
learn the language with much more interaction from the TL group. Older participants have
instrumental motivation and are more likely to have learned the language from programs at
religious organization, charities, or their workplaces, but they are less interested in interacting
with the TL group.
Additionally, gender has not been found to significantly impact boundary ambiguity but
is negatively correlated with Cambridge OPT scores. This finding contrasts results of previous
studies (de Snyder, Cerventes, & Paddila, 1990; Nicholson, Miller, Schwertz, & Sorokin, 2013;
Ritsner, Ponizovsky, Nechamkin, & Modai, 2001). For most participants, the family structure
means that men are the primary income earners and women are usually caregivers who stay at
home. Although all participants are students, male participants are more likely to work outside of
the home, giving them more access to practice English than female participants, who commonly
remain within the home on a day-to-day basis while not at school.
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Semesters learning English also does not significantly impact boundary ambiguity but is
positively correlated with participants’ Michigan EPT scores. This finding has been expected, as
more semesters spent studying the language should lead to improved vocabulary, grammar, and
written English (Tshabangu-Soko & Caron, 2011).
Finally, as a variable, years residing in the United States does not significantly impact
boundary ambiguity or any other variable in the study. As described by Boss (1999), boundary
ambiguity not only impacts the first but also the second generation with long-lasting effects. As
participants have been recruited based on residing in the United States for three to seven years,
this time period may not have been long enough for acculturation to occur and, thus, impact their
levels of boundary ambiguity.
Implications
With the assistance of language proficiency and the number of family members who also
immigrated, the level of boundary ambiguity among participants has been found to be low.
Additionally, within the framework of CMFS, acculturation from language learning and the
number of family members who also immigrated acts as resources. High levels of boundary
ambiguity, as described by Boss (2002), may lead to family dysfunction, which has not been
found among participants. Therefore, boundaries of the family system are maintained.
Furthermore, although levels of boundary ambiguity are low among participants, higher
levels of boundary ambiguity would likely affect participants’ daily lives. For example, refugees
experience higher levels of boundary ambiguity and are thus more likely to experience
depression and anxiety. Acculturation may also be more difficult for immigrants and refugees
experiencing higher levels of boundary ambiguity because it has been associated with depression
and anxiety.
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Six questions have been eliminated from the original boundary ambiguity scale since they
were confusing for participants when translated; therefore, if attempting to replicate the study,
researchers should use the revised boundary ambiguity scale because it has been seen as more
reliable. Because a more reliable scale has been used, the impact on boundary ambiguity due to
language learning, participants’ nationality, and the number of family members who also
immigrated is found to be significant.
Limitations
The study includes limitations. For example, the number of participants is low due to the
criteria of this study because the area in which the study took place does not have large
communities of Iraqi and Syrian immigrants in comparison to other cities and states. In addition,
COVID-19 caused a shutdown of the city during the study, impacting the timing of results since
test centers that would have assessed the Michigan EPT and Cambridge OPT were closed.
Results are also limited due to the shutdown because immigrants have been unable to learn
English through informal means, such as in community centers and religious institutions. Due to
these challenges, snowball sampling has been performed to reach the study sample size.
Participants likely know each other and perhaps have similar experiences or levels of boundary
ambiguity; for example, husband and wife couples are participants in the study.
Additionally, the variables for measuring years residing in the United States and
semesters learning English are insufficient to differentiate the experiences of older and younger
participants, due to their different motivations and different contexts for learning English. A new
variable that classifies the type of instruction may be necessary for future research. Another
limitation of the study pertains to semesters learning English in the United States. The number of
semesters participants took English courses at a community college is insufficient to show their
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success in language learning because before the study, participants were on different trajectories
for learning English. For example, younger participants have studied English more intensively, at
both a newcomer school and, later, during high school. However, older participants have studied
English for only a couple of months at relief organizations or religious institutions, in which the
level of teaching is simple and focuses on only basic English skills. As a result, semesters
learning English could not be measured evenly.
A final limitation is that only Iraqi and Syrian immigrants and refugees have participated
in the study. Due to the narrow inclusion criteria for participation, broader conclusions about
immigrants’ experiences with boundary ambiguity are constrained.
Recommendations for Future Research
Future studies should examine larger immigrant communities to determine if the size of
the community impacts boundary ambiguity similarly or differently. At the time of the study,
immigrant communities in other states are larger than the community in which the participants of
the study live. Larger immigrant communities may provide more support to its members, which
could impact levels of boundary ambiguity. Conversely, larger immigrant communities may lead
to either less or more motivation to learn English, which may lead to lower acculturation as
interactions with the TL group diminish.
Additionally, immigrants from other nationalities and countries may be considered for
future studies to discover more about language proficiency’s impact on boundary ambiguity.
Further studies of boundary ambiguity among immigrants and refugees should focus on
participants who have been in the United States for longer periods of time. Results of this study
show that acculturation and recovery from psychological conditions such as boundary ambiguity
may happen over a prolonged period of time. Therefore, future studies should focus on
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participants who have been in the United States for longer time periods. For instance,
participants of this study have been in the United States between three to seven years; future
research should expand this time frame beyond seven years, as the acculturation process may
take longer. Such future research may show the impact language proficiency has on boundary
ambiguity over longer periods of time.
In the future, boundary ambiguity among people who immigrate with children should
also be considered. The levels of boundary ambiguity among people who immigrate with
children and among those who do not immigrate with children might be contrasted to determine
if immigrating with children impacts levels of boundary ambiguity.
Future studies should also use the revised boundary ambiguity scale, as it has greater
reliability scores. Future studies may also look at translations of the scale into other languages as
needed.
Conclusions
This study finds that language proficiency, as measured by the Michigan EPT and
Cambridge OPT, is significantly related to boundary ambiguity, and specifically that a higher
level of language learning reduces levels of boundary ambiguity. Participants of Syrian
nationality, most of whom were refugees, experience greater boundary ambiguity, and
participants who immigrate with more family members experience less boundary ambiguity.
Thus, participants’ levels of English proficiency, family members who also immigrated, and
nationality represent resources to mitigate boundary ambiguity under the CMFS framework.
Despite the modest sample size, this study is the first to examine language proficiency’s
impact on boundary ambiguity among immigrants and refugees in the United States. It is also the
first exploring resources that have lowered boundary ambiguity. Immigration will continue to
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impact the culture and society of the United States, and this study supports the necessity for
immigrants to learn English and become integrated into society to lower levels of boundary
ambiguity and reduce suffering from mental health conditions such as depression and anxiety.
The United States formed as the result of immigration from many groups of people, and the
mental health of immigrants and refugees is exceptionally important to the country as a whole
and to the overall wellbeing of those individuals, enabling them to function in positive and
productive ways within it.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Boundary Ambiguity Scale

Boundary Ambiguity Scale for Immigrants
Adapted from boundary ambiguity scales by Pauline Boss
The following statements are about changes in yourself and your family since you immigrated. Using the
numbered scale below, choose an option for each question that best shows how you feel by placing an
applicable number in the blank to the left. Please answer every question.

Strongly Disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neutral
3

Agree
4

Strongly Agree
5

1-I feel I have prepared myself for a change in status, from immigrant to resident of my new
country.
2-I no longer consider myself as belonging to my home country.
3-Since arriving in my new country, I feel lonely.
4-I am disturbed because I miss my family members who did not immigrate with me.
5-I think about what my family members who did not immigrate with me are doing.
6-I hope to be reunited permanently with my family members who did not immigrate with
me.
7-I will always think of my family members I left behind as my real family.
8-My family here with me feels complete, even without the family members we left behind.
9-My feelings about whom I consider as family members or relatives and who are not family
members or relatives continue to change.
10-Accepting new family members, such as a niece, nephew, brother-in-law, or sister-inlaw, among my family members who did not immigrate is increasingly difficult for me.
11-When I think about important future occasions (e.g., graduations, weddings, newborn
children, illnesses, deaths) for my family members who did not immigrate with me, I am
frequently worried about whether I will be able to attend.
12-I am unsure how relationships among family members in my new country and my family
members who did not immigrate with me will continue to develop.
13-My children and other family members with me can talk about our other family members
who did not immigrate with us without becoming emotionally upset.
14-I find myself being a mediator for my family members in my new country and my family
members who did not immigrate with me.
15-I feel incapable of establishing meaningful relationships with people in my new country.
16-I feel guilty about adopting the traditions and customs (e.g., baby showers and culturally
specific holiday traditions, such as events related to Halloween or Christmas) of my new
country.

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

109

17-I feel it will be difficult, if not impossible, to carve out a new life for myself in in my new
country.
18-I feel optimistic about focusing on my future (e.g., education, raising children, career) in
my new country.

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

110

Appendix B: Boundary Ambiguity Adjusted Scale

Boundary Ambiguity Scale for Immigrants
Adapted from boundary ambiguity scales by Pauline Boss
The following statements are about changes in yourself and your family since you immigrated. Using the
numbered scale below, choose an option for each question that best shows how you feel by placing an
applicable number in the blank to the left. Please answer every question.

Strongly Disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neutral
3

Agree
4

Strongly Agree
5

1-I feel I have prepared myself for a change in status, from immigrant to resident of my new
country.
2-I no longer consider myself as belonging to my home country.
3-Since arriving in my new country, I feel lonely.
4-I am disturbed because I miss my family members who did not immigrate with me.
5-I think about what my family members who did not immigrate with me are doing.
6-I hope to be reunited permanently with my family members who did not immigrate with
me.
7-I will always think of my family members I left behind as my real family.
8-My family here with me feels complete, even without the family members we left behind.
9-My feelings about whom I consider as family members or relatives and who are not family
members or relatives continue to change.
10-Accepting new family members, such as a niece, nephew, brother-in-law, or sister-inlaw, among my family members who did not immigrate is increasingly difficult for me.
11-When I think about important future occasions (e.g., graduations, weddings, newborn
children, illnesses, deaths) for my family members who did not immigrate with me, I am
frequently worried about whether I will be able to attend.
12-I am unsure how relationships among family members in my new country and my family
members who did not immigrate with me will continue to develop.
13 My children and other family members with me can talk about our other family members
who did not immigrate with us without becoming emotionally upset.
14 I find myself being a mediator for my family members in my new country and my family
members who did not immigrate with me.
15-I feel incapable of establishing meaningful relationships with people in my new country.
16-I feel guilty about adopting the traditions and customs (e.g., baby showers and culturally
specific holiday traditions, such as events related to Halloween or Christmas) of my new
country.
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17-I feel it will be difficult, if not impossible, to carve out a new life for myself in in my new
country.
18-I feel optimistic about focusing on my future (e.g., education, raising children, career) in
my new country.
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Appendix C: Boundary Ambiguity Scale in Arabic

مقياس حدود الغموض للمهاجرين
مقتبس من مقياس حدود الغموض التي كتبتها بولين بوس
تدور العبارات التالية حول التغييرات التي حصلت في نفسك وفي عائلتك منذ أن هاجرت .وباستخدام المقياس الرقمي
أدناه ،حدد الخيار الذي يبين افضل ما تشعر به وذلك بوضع الرقم المناسب لكل سؤال في الفراغ امام كل عبارة .الرجاء
اإلجابة على كل سؤال.
________________________________________________________________________
أوافق بشدة
أوافق
محايد
ال أوافق
ال أوافق بشدة
5
4
3
2
1
___ -1أشعر بأنني قد هيأت نفسي للتغيير في الحالة ،من مهاجر إلى مقيم في بلدي الجديد.
___ -2لم أعد أعتبر نفسي منتميا لبلدي األصلي.
___ -3أشعر بالوحدة منذ وصولي إلى بلدي الجديد.
___ -4أنا منزعج ألنني أفتقد أفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا معي.
___ -5أفكر فيما يفعله أفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا معي.
___ -6آمل أن يتم لم شملي وبشكل دائم مع أفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا معي.
___ -7سأفكر دائما في أفراد عائلتي التي تركتها كعائلة حقيقية.
___ -8تشعر عائلتي التي هي معي هنا بانها كامله ،حتى بدون أفراد العائلة الذين تركناهم.
___ -9مشاعري تتغير باستمرار بخصوص من أعتبرهم أفرادًا من العائلة أو أقرباء أو الذين ال اعتبرهم افرادا ً او اقرباء.
___ 10ان قبول أفراد العائلة الجدد ضمن أفراد عائلتي الذين لم يهاجروا ،مثل ابنة أخت أو ابن أخ أو صهر أو أخت زوجي،
لهو أمر صعب للغاية بالنسبة لي.
___ -11عندما أفكر في مناسبات مهمة في المستقبل بخصوص أفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا معي (على سبيل المثال:
كثيرا في ما إذا كنت سأتمكن من
التخرج وحفالت الزفاف وأطفال حديثي الوالدة واألمراض والوفيات) ،أشعر بالقلق ً
الحضور ام ال.
___ -12انا غير متأكدًا حول استمرار تطور العالقات بين أفراد عائلتي في بلدي الجديد وبين أفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا
معي.
___ -13يمكن ألطفالي وأفراد أسرتي اآلخرين المتواجدون معي ان يتحدثوا عن افراد عائلتنا الذين لم يهاجروا معنا دون أن ينزعجوا
عاطفياً.
___ -14أجد نفسي كشخص وسيط ما بين أفراد عائلتي في بلدي الجديد وأفراد عائلتي اللذين لم يهاجروا معي.
___ -15أشعر بعدم القدرة على إقامة عالقات جادة مع الناس في بلدي الجديد.
___ -16أشعر بالذنب تجاه تبني تقاليد وعادات بلدي الجديد (على سبيل المثال :استحمام الطفل (بيبي شاور) وتقاليد العطل
المتعلقة بثقافة البلد الجديد ،مثل عشية عيد القديسين (الهالويين) اوعيد الميالد (كرسميس).
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. أن أحقق حياة جديدة لنفسي في بلدي الجديد، إن لم يكن من المستحيل،أشعر أنه سيكون من الصعب-17 ___
.) التعليم وتربية األطفال والوظيفة:أشعر بالتفاؤل تجاه التركيز على مستقبلي في بلدي الجديد (على سبيل المثال-18 ___
Certification by Translator
I JULIAN B. GORGES , certify that I am conversant with English and Arabic languages, and that the
above document is an accurate translation of the document attached entitled Boundary Ambiguity
Scale for Immigrants .

BOUNDARY AMBIGUITY AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

114

Appendix D: Boundary Ambiguity Scale in Kurdish

ناڕونى پێوهرى سنور بۆ كۆچبهران
وهرگيراوه له پێوهرهكانى ناڕونى سنور لهاليهن پاولين بۆس
ئهم ڕستانهى خوارهوه دهربارهى ئهو گۆڕانكاريانهن كه ڕوويانداوه له خۆت و خێزانهكهت دا دواى كۆچكردنت.به
بهكارهێنانى ئهو پێوهره ژمارهييانه ئهگهرێك كه زۆر به گهنجاوى دهزانيت بۆ ههر پرسيارێك ههڵبژێره به دانانى ژمارهى
گونجاو لهو بۆشاييهى بهردهمى ڕستهكه .تكايه گشت پرسيارهكان وهاڵم بدهوه.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------بهتوندى ناڕازيم
1

ناڕازيم
2

بێاليهن
3

ڕازيم

به توندى ڕازيم

4

5

-

-1وا ههست دهكهم خۆم ئامادهكردوه بۆ گۆڕانكارى له خۆم دا له كاتى كۆچ بۆ واڵته نوێ يهكهم.

-

-2من چيتر وا دانانێم كه سهر به واڵتى خۆمم.

-

-3دواى گهيشتنم به وواڵتى نوێ ,ههست به تهنيايى دهكهم.

-

-4من بێزارم چونكه بيرى خێزانهكهم دهكهم ئهوانهى لهگهڵم كۆچيان نهكردوه.

-

-5بيردهكهمهوه له ئهندامانى خێزانم كه لهگهڵ من كۆچيان نهكردوه چى دهكهن.

-

-6هيوادارم لهگهڵ خێزانهكهم ئهوانهى لهگهڵم كۆچيان نهكردوه به ههميشهيى يهك بگرينهوه.

-

-7ههردهم بير له خێزانهكهم دهكهمهوه له وواڵتهكهى خۆم پێش كۆچكردن وهك خێزانى ڕاستهقينهى خۆم.

-

-8خێزانهكهم لێره لهگهڵم ههست دهكهن تهواوى خێزانهكهين,تهنانهت بهبێ ئهو ئهندامانهى كه جێماون.

-

-9ههستم بهرامبهر ئهوانهى من به ئهندامى خێزانى خۆميان دهزانم و ئهوانهى ئهندامى خێزانى من نين بهردهوامه له
گۆڕانكارى.

-

-10قبوڵ كردنى ئهندامى خێزانى نوێ وهك برازاو خوشكهزا ,براژن و زاوا له ناو ئهندامانى خێزانم ئهوانهى
كۆچيان نهكردوه قورسه بهالمهوه.

-

 -11كاتێك بير له بۆنه كرينگهكانى داهاتوو دهكهمهوه وهك(دهرچون,هاوسهرگيرى,منداڵ بوون) بۆ ئهو ئهندامانهى
خێزانم ئهوانهى لهگهڵم كۆچيان نهكردوه ههردهم له دڵهڕاوكێدام ئايا دهتوانم ئامادهبم ياخود نا.

-

 -12دڵنيا نيم چۆن پهيوهندى نێوان ئهندامانى خێزان له وواڵته نوێيهكهم و ئهندامانى ترى خێزانهكهم كه لهگهڵ من
كۆچيان نهكردوه چۆن بهردهوام دهبێ و پهرهدهسهنێ .

-

 -13منداڵهكانم و ئندامانى ترى خێزانم كه لهگهڵ منن دهتوانن قسهبكهن دهربارهى ئهندامانى ترى خێزانهكهمان
ئهوانهى كۆچيان نهكردوه لهگهڵمان بهبێ ئهوهى لهڕوى سۆزهوه وهڕس بن.
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 -14خۆم به نێوهندگير دهبينمهوه بۆ ئهندامانى خێزانهكهم له وواڵته نوێيهكهمدا و له نێوان ئهندامانى ترى خێزانهكهم
كه كۆچيان نهكردوه لهگهڵم.

-

 -15وا ههست دهكهم كه نهتوانم پهيوهندى مانادار دابمهزرێنم لهگهڵ خهڵكى له وواڵتى نوێ دا.

-

 -16خۆم به تاوانبار دهزانم بهرامبهر پهيڕهو كردنى شێوازو نهريت له واڵتى نوێ دا وهك (شوشتنى منداڵى تازه
لهدايك بوو ,دابو نهريتى بۆنه تايبهتهكان ,وهك ئهوانهى تايبهتن به هاڵۆوين و كريسمس) ى وواڵته نوێ يهكهم.

-

 -17وا ههست دهكهم زهحمهته ئهگهر ئهستهميش نهبێت كه ژيانێكى تازه بگوزهرێنم له وواڵته نوێ كهم دا.

-

 -18ههست به گهشبينى دهكهم دهبارهى جهخت كردنهوه له داهاتووم وهك (خوێندن ,گهوره كردنى منداڵ ,پيشه) له
وواڵتى نوێ دا.

